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Executive Summary
Based on an analysis of the physical and social conditions of the Boulevard
Homes housing development, the Charlotte Housing Authority (CHA) engaged a variety
of local stakeholders, including residents of the development, in deciding whether to
rehabilitate all or part of the development or to raze it and build anew. Given
significant building deficiencies, deteriorated mechanical and electrical systems, major
site deficiencies, and the concentration of poverty, the CHA Board of Commissioners
decided to raze the development and totally redevelop the site.
To help fund this redevelopment, in November 2009 the CHA applied for a U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) HOPE VI grant. On May 26,
2010 the CHA received notification that it had been awarded $20,900,000 to redevelop
Boulevard Homes. With these and other funds, the CHA developed a detailed
redevelopment plan, relocated the tenants to other housing, and demolished the
original development. At the time of this interim report, Laurel Street Residential has
broken ground on The Retreat at Renaissance, a multi-story building for the elderly,
and Laurel Street Residential has been awarded tax credits for the Phase 1
development of the family component, the Residences at Renaissance.
The purpose of this report is to provide an interim assessment of the Boulevard
Homes redevelopment project. More specifically, the report:
•

describes the original Boulevard Homes development and the process of
creating the redevelopment plan;

•

details the tenant relocation process and tenant views on the assistance
offered;

•

presents data describing the impacts of relocation on the original
tenants;

•

provides a description of the services provided to assist tenants in
qualifying to move back into the new development; and

•

presents baseline data on the neighborhoods surrounding the Boulevard
Homes site, which will be used to assess the impacts of the
redevelopment on the surrounding community.
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I. Boulevard Homes and the Redevelopment Plan
Boulevard Homes was completed in 1970 on a 34-acre site, 4.5 miles west of
Uptown Charlotte. The development consisted of 121 buildings, which contained 300
housing units and one stand-alone building that housed the Property Management
Office. By 2007, the development had significant physical problems and high rates of
crime and poverty. In 2010, the median income of Boulevard Homes households was
$14,076, substantially below the city’s median income of $52,148. A full 93 percent of
Boulevard Homes residents received food stamps. The high school dropout rate was
14.3 percent, compared to the city’s rate of 5.1 percent, and the percent of births to
adolescents was 21.6 percent, compared to the city’s rate of 6.4 percent. Clearly, this
was a socially distressed community.
Redevelopment planning began in 2007 after an internal analysis identified
Boulevard Homes as having the greatest physical and social problems among all of the
CHA’s developments. Five meetings were held with key stakeholders before the HOPE
VI Notice of Funding Availability was released. After its release in 2009, a series of
additional meetings were held to solicit input on the redevelopment, the relocation
process, and community and supportive services plans.
The approved amended redevelopment plan included the construction of 334
on-site units and an additional 625 off-site units. Of the on-site replacement units, 110
are for low-income seniors—including 70 public housing, 20 project based Section 8,
and 20 Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) units--and 224 are for families—
including 75 public housing, 23 Section 8, 66 LIHTC and 60 market rate units. The
redevelopment plan also called for an “educational campus,” which was to include an
early childhood development center, a new public K-8 school, and community college
classes to be held in the newly developed community center. Lack of public funding for
the elementary school has led the CHA to include a charter school in its stead.
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II. The Relocation Process and Outcomes
Planning for the relocation of Boulevard Homes residents preceded the HOPE VI
application. The CHA applied to HUD for permission to demolish the development in
2008 and received demolition approval on July 24, 2009. At that time, 283 of the 300
Boulevard Homes units were occupied. The CHA’s relocation plan called for those
residents to be provided with a range of choices as to the type and location of
relocation housing, and for the CHA’s relocation counselors to provide residents with
information about housing opportunities in areas of lower-minority concentration.
Two housing options were available to residents: (1) move to another public
housing development, or (2) move to a privately-owned unit with the assistance of a
Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher (HCV). The CHA relocation counselors discussed
this choice with each family, emphasizing the additional responsibilities involved in
opting for the voucher. Once that choice was made, the counselors assisted
households in finding a new home. City Dive, a faith-based, nonprofit social-service
organization, provided on-site pre-relocation training to assist Boulevard Homes
residents in transitioning from public to private housing. Residents who completed a
specified set of three City Dive classes were matched with a mentor who provided
social support before, during, and after the relocation. Finally, the CHA hired the
nonprofit Youth Homes, Inc., which later merged with Children’s Home Society (CHS),
to provide community and supportive services to all residents of Boulevard Homes.
Each resident was assigned a CHS case manager who began meeting with them to
assess their general needs, assist them in setting personal goals, and connect them to
the services required to achieve those goals. In general, these organizations worked
very well together, although there seemed to be some initial communication problems
between case management staff and CHA relocation counselors.
By May 2011, the CHA had identified and tracked 286 former Boulevard Homes
families. Of the 286, 283 were the heads of household living in the Boulevard Homes
when the CHA received permission to demolish the development. Of the remaining
three, one was a head of household who moved to Boulevard Homes after the
demolition was approved, and an additional two households were created from the
division of extended family households. Of the 286 households in the CHA system in
May 2011, 182 (64 percent) relocated to privately owned homes with the assistance of
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an HCV, while 69 (24 percent) relocated to one of CHA’s other public housing
developments. Of the remaining 35 households, 30 had been evicted for lease
violations between the time the demolition plan was approved and the time the
relocation was completed, three were in temporary housing awaiting HCVs (which they
received in August 2011), and two had passed away. Of those who opted for HCVs, the
largest number found housing in the same ZIP code as Boulevard Homes, while those
who opted to move to other public housing communities were most likely to move to
the CHA’s Southside Homes development.
Based on results from a survey of the relocated tenants, the most frequently
identified reasons for relocating with a HCV were to have more choice about where
they lived and have more opportunity to improve themselves. The most frequently
identified reason for moving to another CHA development was that they felt
comfortable living in CHA housing. Elderly or disabled residents—who were more
likely than non-elderly, non-disabled residents to move to Section 9 housing—were
also more likely to indicate feeling comfortable in CHA housing; non-elderly, nondisabled residents were more likely to cite a desire for more independence, and were
more likely to use an HCV.
A very high percentage of tenants expressed satisfaction with relocation
services. Eighty-seven percent of survey respondents either agreed or strongly agreed
with the statement that they “were satisfied” with the relocation services. Participants
were also asked if they had worked with each of the three groups involved in assisting
residents—relocation counselors, HCV counselors, and City Dive instructors—and if so,
how helpful these counselors were. Overall, at least 91 percent reported that each of
the groups was either very or somewhat helpful.
Participants were also asked how much they knew about the character of their
neighborhood before they relocated. Twenty–eight percent reported “knowing a lot”
and an additional 50 percent reported knowing “some” or “a little,” while 22 percent
reported knowing “nothing” about the area before relocating. When asked if they
remembered relocation counselors talking with them about the potential benefits of
moving to mixed-income or mixed-race areas, 56 percent of the respondents said they
did. A follow-up question asked respondents if they had moved to a mixed-income or
mixed-race area, and 74 percent said they had. As might be expected, those moving
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with HCVs were more likely to report moving to a mixed area compared to those who
moved to other CHA housing developments.

III. Changes in Neighborhood Conditions Pre- and Post-Relocation
As of the fall of 2012, 235 of the 286 Boulevard Homes families remained with
the CHA, either in public housing or in private housing with the assistance of an HCV.
These families were located in 73 different Charlotte neighborhoods. A comparison of
the characteristics of the Boulevard Homes neighborhood with the relocation
neighborhoods indicates that the relocation neighborhoods tended to be better on
most, but not all, indicators of neighborhood conditions. The relocation neighborhoods
were more racially diverse and had lower percentages of single-parent families. They
also had higher rates of homeownership and employment, and lower rates of families
on public assistance and births to adolescents. The relocation neighborhoods also had
substantially lower high school dropout rates and a higher percentage of children
performing at or above grade level. Access to retail services was also better and the
percentage of housing code violations was lower in the relocation neighborhoods.
The rates of violent crimes were lower in relocation neighborhoods, but they
had higher rates of juvenile and property crimes and poorer access to public
transportation compared to the Boulevard Homes neighborhood.

IV. Resident Perception of Their New Homes and Neighborhoods
Resident responses to the baseline and interim surveys indicate that
respondents are generally happy with the results of the relocation. In response to an
open-ended question on the good things about moving from Boulevard Homes,
respondents frequently mentioned living in a better quality house or neighborhood,
and living in a safer area. Respondents also mentioned reduced crime, improved
privacy, better neighbors, a chance for greater self-improvement, and better schools.
In response to a similar question on the bad things about moving from
Boulevard Homes, the two most frequently mentioned items were “nothing” and that
they miss the people or the social support in Boulevard Homes. Having to pay utility
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bills was also a frequently mentioned bad thing for those who moved with an HCV
even though the need to pay utility bills was discussed in the City Dive pre-relocation
training.
As illustrated by the survey results presented below, large percentages of the
respondents reported high levels of satisfaction with their new homes and
neighborhoods.
•

Eighty–four percent of respondents stated that their new home was either
“much better” (66 percent) or “somewhat better” (17 percent) than their
Boulevard Homes units. Sixty-nine percent of residents who moved with the
assistance of HCVs said their new homes were “much better” while 51 percent
of those who moved to other Section 9 units felt similarly.

•

Very high percentages of both those who moved into private housing with the
assistance of an HCV (88 percent) and those who moved to Section 9 housing
(83 percent) were “very satisfied” or “somewhat satisfied” with their new homes.
Only two percent of HCV residents were “very dissatisfied,” while 13 percent of
Section 9 residents were “very dissatisfied.”

•

On average, respondents had 33 percent fewer complaints about the physical
aspects of their homes after their move from Boulevard Homes.

•

When comparing their current neighborhood to their neighborhood at Boulevard
Homes, 60 percent of HCV residents rated their new neighborhood as “much
better” while a somewhat smaller 45 percent of Section 9 residents rated their
new neighborhood as “much better.”

•

The number of respondents who said they felt “very safe” in their
neighborhoods increased by 285 percent between when they lived in Boulevard
Homes (a change from just 13 percent to 50 percent) and the time of the interim
survey. HCV residents were three times more likely to report feeling “very safe”
than their Section 9 counterparts.

•

On average, residents report a 59 percent decrease in complaints about
neighborhood crime. Those who moved to Section 9 developments were more
likely to complain that drug use and groups of people just hanging out were a
“big problem” compared to HCV residents. HCV residents, however, were more
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likely to rate violent crimes (people being attacked, sexual assault, or shootings)
as a “big problem.”
Survey respondents also expressed high levels of satisfaction with CHA
management. The survey asked respondents to rate how satisfied they are with
housing authority rules and their interactions with CHA staff. Although HCV
respondents expressed higher levels of satisfaction with both the rules and housing
authority staff, both groups indicated high levels of satisfaction. For instance, 92
percent of HCV respondents and 88 percent of Section 9 respondents were “very” or
“somewhat satisfied” with the way they are treated by housing authority staff.
There were very few differences between the baseline and interim surveys in
parents' assessments of how their children were doing in school. Households with
children reported little movement in school performance between the baseline and
interim surveys. When asked how their oldest child was doing in school, 55 percent of
parents stated that their oldest child was doing “excellent” in school in both the
baseline and interim surveys. Of parents whose children switched to new schools as a
result of their family's relocation, 58 percent of parents indicated that their child was
adjusting “very well” to the new school, 39 percent stated that their child was doing
“just OK,” and only one parent was worried that their child was not adjusting well to
their new school.
Turning to the issue of mental and social health, the survey results indicated
that depression scores decreased by six percent between the baseline and interim
surveys. Forty-two heads of house showed signs of depression at the time of the
baseline survey, compared to 36 at the time of the interim survey. There was also a one
percent increase in respondents’ social capital scores, which indicates a slight increase
in their level of social support. This increase may be due to Boulevard Homes residents
maintaining their social connections after their move, moving to neighborhoods where
families and friends reside, or both.
Turning to employment, of people who were out of work, more survey
respondents reported looking for work at the time of the second survey compared to
the first (43 percent vs. 35 percent). Insufficient education, a lack of transportation,
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discrimination by employers, and having a criminal record were identified as the main
impediments to finding work among non-disabled, non-elderly respondents.
Although HCV participants are more satisfied with their new living
arrangements, the survey results indicated that they are experiencing more financial
stress than their Section 9 counterparts. Thirty–four percent of HCV participants
indicated that they had received a notice warning that their water, gas, or electricity
would be shut off for nonpayment. Ten percent indicated that one or more of their
utilities had, in fact, been shut off. There was also an increase in food insecurity
between the baseline and interim surveys; 68 percent of respondents in the baseline
survey indicated they “often” or “sometimes” worried that their food would run out,
whereas 73 percent expressed similar worries in the interim survey. HCV participants
were more likely to report food insecurity than those living in Section 9 apartments.

V. Community and Supportive Services
One of the primary objectives of the Boulevard Homes HOPE VI project is to
assist relocated households to meet the criteria for moving back to the redeveloped
community. To achieve that objective, the CHA contracted with Youth Homes, Inc., a
nonprofit social services agency that later merged with Children's Home Society (CHS),
to provide case managers who meet with the relocated households on a regular basis.
CHS assists the relocated households in developing a plan for moving toward selfsufficiency and supports them in implementing that plan. At the beginning of the
program, there were 12 case managers, three supervisors and a program coordinator
involved in the provision of case management services. The caseload per case manager
was between 18 and 22 households.
Though the CHS caseworkers were well-educated, experienced and worked with
a variety of client populations, including low-income populations, none that we
interviewed had experience working with public housing residents, and few had
experience with in-home client visits. In interviews, CHS supervisors, who were hired at
the same time as the case managers, expressed frustration over the lack of time they
had to develop training manuals before the case managers began meeting with clients.
For their part, the case managers reported that they would have liked more training
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about how to work with residents who have lived in public housing all of their lives.
They felt unprepared to deal with residents who lacked motivation to work towards
self-sufficiency. The case managers also felt that their roles, responsibilities, and
expectations had not been clearly defined early on in the process. These issues were
addressed through the hiring of a CHA staff member dedicated to facilitating better
communication and coordination with CHS staff. The CHA also developed a more
refined tracking system with better metrics to gauge self-sufficiency progress, which
helped to clarify the CHA's expectations. Despite the early lack of clarity, the case
managers and supervisors were enthusiastic about the program. They expressed
positive attitudes and a strong commitment to helping the families achieve selfsufficiency.
Case management from CHS began in February 2010. The early months were
devoted to making contact with clients and conducting introductory needs
assessments. By October 2010, when case management was fully operational, 209 of
the then 252 former Boulevard Homes families were active in case management. By
September 2012, 200 of the then 225 eligible families from Boulevard Homes were
active in case management from CHS. i This represents an increase in the percentage of
families actively receiving case management, from 83 percent in October 2010 to 89
percent in September 2012. Over that period of time, the rate of senior and disabled
households active in case management increased while the rate among other
households declined.
Although the frequency of contact varied greatly from client to client, the
average number of home visits made by case managers to non-elderly, non-disabled
households averaged 1.66 per month, compared to 1.25 visits per month to senior or
disabled households. Case managers typically spent about one hour with clients during
each home visit. In addition, case managers had between 1.07 and 2.9 phone
conversations per household per month.
The case managers identified several substantial barriers to self-sufficiency
among their clients. Because the majority of Boulevard Homes residents do not own
cars, transportation is one of the biggest challenges to self-sufficiency. Dependency on
public transportation greatly limits job-seeking activities and the areas in which they
can work. Case managers also mentioned that many Boulevard Homes residents have
Page
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not graduated from high school and some have marginal literacy skills, which limits
their ability to search for and secure jobs. Similarly, placement testing for GED courses
revealed very low education levels among former Boulevard Homes residents, thereby
extending the time needed for them to complete GEDs and find employment. The high
cost and limited subsidies for child care were also identified as major obstacles to
finding and maintaining employment, although CHS has worked with the CHA to
increase the rate of child care subsidies provided from $300 to $500 per child per
month. Case managers also identified “the mindset” of tenants as a significant barrier
to self-sufficiency. They attributed this to inter-generational poverty resulting in a lack
of motivation and confidence on the part of residents.
Interviews with both CHS case managers and CHA staff suggest several
organizational and administrative challenges. Communication between CHS staff and
CHA relocation counselors was identified as a problem. There seems to have been
some confusion as to whose role it was to assist residents in finding a new home.
Furthermore, CHS staff found the initial client monitoring system to be vague and
confusing. CHA staff responded by improving the metrics and service plans used to
monitor and track clients’ progress. CHS’s budget reduction in April 2012, while
expected, led to internal reorganization and staff attrition. These staff changes, at
times, negatively affected staff morale at CHS.
An analysis of the “End of Month” data collected by CHS case managers
indicates that, between October 2010 and September 2012, client utilization of services
varied greatly. Although many clients have taken advantage of transportation
assistance (for a total of 805 monthly assistance packages handed out, or 33.5 per
month) and attended a variety of workshops (total attendance of 595, or 24.8 per
month), few have enrolled in or completed some of the most critical support programs.
According to the “End of Month” data, only 28 clients enrolled in employment
preparation programs, only 18 have enrolled in child care assistance programs, and
only 19 have either been referred to or enrolled in substance abuse programs. There
have, however, been a large number of enrollments in mental health programs (170).
The development of CHA’s Center for Employment Services Center in January 2011,
which established formal partnerships with job training and education agencies, may
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help to increase the number of relocated households involved in job training programs
in the future.
An analysis of the “End of Month” data from October 2010 through September
2012, the period of full case management, shows an increase in employment for nonelderly, non-disabled clients working with case managers. Over this time period there
was a 29 percent increase in the number of non-disabled, non-elderly clients working.
Moreover, the consistency of work effort increased. By September 2012, a large
majority of active non-disabled, non-elderly workers (52 of 55, or 95 percent) were
meeting the Moving Forward work requirement of 15 hours a week, while a smaller
majority of active clients were meeting the HOPE VI requirement of 30 hours per week
(29 of 55, or 53 percent).

VI. Economic Conditions Surrounding the Boulevard Homes Site
The redevelopment of Boulevard Homes may have important impacts on the
surrounding area. At the time of this report, Boulevard Homes has been razed, but the
construction of the new Retreat at Renaissance development for seniors is just
beginning. Thus, it is too soon to expect that the redevelopment project will have
positive impacts on the surrounding area. To prepare for that analysis, however, this
report gathers baseline data on (1) business activity, (2) mortgage lending, and (3)
housing and property characteristics. In order to gauge the impacts of the
redevelopment on the surrounding area, our final report will compare these baseline
measures to the latest available information.
Data on business activity in the Boulevard Homes area come from the National
Establishment Time Series (NETS) database. For the purposes of this analysis, we have
extracted three business indicators for each of the three census tracts adjacent to the
Boulevard Homes site: total number of businesses; total estimated sales; and total
number of employees. We present these data at three points in time—2000, 2005, and
2010—in order to establish a pre-redevelopment trend. Those data indicate increases
in the number of businesses in all three census tracts and increases in estimated sales
and employment in two of the three tracts.
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Data on mortgage lending in the surrounding area come from the Home
Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) database. Not surprising given the mortgage crisis,
they show a dramatic decline in the number of loan applications from 2006 to 2011
for both the county and for a one-mile radius around the Boulevard Homes site. Data
on the mortgage approval and denial rates, however, show no clear trend over the sixyear period.
Data on housing and property characteristics in the surrounding area comes
from both the American Community Survey and the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Quality of
Life Data Base. Those data show that the two census tracts surrounding the Boulevard
Homes site have considerably lower homeownership rates, median housing values,
rents, real estate taxes, and higher housing vacancy rates compared to the country as a
whole. In the final report we will be looking at the extent to which those differences
change.
Finally, the Charlotte-Mecklenburg County data indicate that there is
considerable variation in housing and property characteristics, such as average tax
values of single-family units and the change in residential property values, among the
three neighborhoods surrounding the redevelopment site. In our final report we will
assess how those indicators have changed over time and how they compare to the city
as a whole.

Recommendations
Overall, the relocation process went quite smoothly. Large percentages of the
tenants were satisfied or very satisfied with the assistance they received from CHA
staff and contractors. Yet, improvements can always be made. Based on interviews
with those involved in the relocation, we offer the following recommendations if
similar projects are undertaken in the future:
•

undertake more outreach to landlords to encourage them to participate in the
HCV program;

•

conduct more careful screening of tenants interested in utilizing an HCV; and

•

provide tenants with more information on the characteristics of the
neighborhoods surrounding properties in the HCV program;
Page
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Based on analysis of case management data, strides have been made in moving
the non-elderly, non-disabled relocated households who are participating in case
management toward economic independence. Yet we found that a substantial number
of relocated households have not increased their work hours, and a relatively small
number of clients had enrolled in education and job training programs.
Based on these findings we offer the following recommendations:
•

The case managers and supervisors hired to assist residents in achieving
economic self-sufficiency should have prior experience assisting public housing
residents set and achieve self-sufficiency goals. Moreover, the supervisors
should be brought on several months in advance of the case workers to develop
training programs that cover how to work with long-term residents of public
housing who have lived in persistent and intergenerational poverty. This
training should include how to address the clients’ “mindsets,” low education
levels, illiteracy, substance abuse, and mental health problems.

•

The roles, responsibilities, expectations, and program goals should be clearly
communicated and understood by the case management staff before case
management begins. In addition, more frequent communication between
contractors and CHA staff—such as regularly scheduled check-in calls or
progress meetings—should result in improved relocation services, client
tracking and reporting, and client progress toward self-sufficiency.

•

The relatively small number of clients enrolled in job training and education
programs needs to be addressed. Case managers need to encourage clients to
pursue job training and education opportunities. The CHA’s Employment
Training Center could help case managers in finding education and training
opportunities for the relocated households.

•

The adequacy of child care and transportation assistance for attending these
programs should also be assessed. Given that almost all non-elderly/nondisabled households have children, affordable child care is necessary for them
to enroll in education and job training programs and to look for employment.
Many of the current child care subsidy programs only kick in after residents
have found employment. Total reliance on public transit also constrains the job
Page
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searches and employment opportunities of residents. The CHA might consider
ways to provide an alternative to public transit that promotes greater mobility
flexibility.
Finally, we recommend that the CHA explore a different model for assisting
families in moving toward economic self-sufficiency. Family Independence Initiative
(FII) programs have been developed in several demonstration cities and have shown
significant progress in short timeframes. These programs rely less heavily on case
managers and more on families to develop their own self-sufficiency plans and track
their own progress, thereby providing families with more control and flexibility in how
to achieve self-sufficiency. These types of programs can also be more cost-effective.
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Introduction
On May 26, 2010 the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
approved the Charlotte Housing Authority’s (CHA) application for a $20,900,000 HOPE
VI grant to redevelop the Boulevard Homes housing development. This five-year award
provided the CHA with funding for relocation assistance, case management, and
enhanced services to the tenants relocated from Boulevard Homes. Funds were also
provided for razing the original development and building a new mixed-income
development rich in educational opportunities in its place.
At the time of this report, the project has been ongoing for a little more than
three years. Tenant relocation began in August 2010 and proceeded through March
2011, though a handful of residents remained in temporary housing through August
2011. The demolition of Boulevard Homes began in January 2011 and was completed
in June 2011. The redevelopment of the site is moving forward. Funding has been
secured for the construction of an elderly housing complex and Phase I of family
housing on the site. Laurel Street Residential has been selected as the developer of
those projects and it has been awarded Low Income Housing Tax Credits to help fund
them. Laurel Street Residential hopes to break ground on the family units in 2013.
The purpose of this report is to provide an interim assessment of the Boulevard
Homes redevelopment project. More specifically, this report will provide: (1) a
description of the Boulevard Homes development and the redevelopment plan; (2) a
description of the tenant relocation process and tenant views on the assistance they
were provided; (3) baseline data on the neighborhoods surrounding the Boulevard
Homes development; (4) the impacts of relocation on the original residents of
Boulevard Homes; and (5) a description of the services provided to relocated
households and their progress toward self-sufficiency.
In assembling this report, we accessed a variety of primary and secondary data
sources. Primary data sources include: interviews in May 2011 and March 2012 with
management and staff from the CHA, Children’s Home Society, Thompson Child and
Family Focus, and City Dive; analysis of CHA administrative records, including case
management data reported to them from CHS; and two rounds of mailed surveys
administered to Boulevard Homes residents in the winter of 2009/2010 (before their
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relocation) and again in the summer of 2012 (after their relocation). A total of 128
heads of household responded to both the baseline and interim survey, representing a
combined response rate of 58 percent. Secondary data was accessed from: the 2010
and 2012 Charlotte Neighborhood Quality of Life Studies; United States 2010 Census
and American Community Survey; Mecklenburg County Tax Records; National
Establishment Time Series Database (NETS), and; Home Mortgage Disclosure Act
(HMDA) reports.

Page
18

I. Description of Boulevard Homes and the
Redevelopment Plan
Boulevard Homes and its Residents
Boulevard Homes was constructed in 1970 on a 34-acre site, 4.5 miles west of
Uptown Charlotte. The development consisted of 121 buildings, which contained 300
housing units and a 7,000 square-foot building with a community room, management
and maintenance offices, and storage space. The buildings were one and two story,
wood-frame with brick veneer.
The development’s site plan was organized around a ring road with a single
point of access to the main road and a secondary connection to an adjacent housing
development (See Figure I A). Boulevard Homes was targeted for demolition and
replacement based on the results of a CHA analysis, which found that the
development's physical and social problems could not be addressed through either
rehabilitation or a combination of rehabilitation and new construction in a cost
effective manner. The CHA found that “distress is evident in significant building
deficiencies, deteriorated systems, major site and design deficiencies, and the
concentration of poverty and isolation” ii. Building deficiencies included active roof
leaks, rotten roof soffits and fascia, and interior ceiling heights that had been lowered
to less than seven feet to accommodate new ductwork. The units were very small
compared to modern standards, and also lacked air conditioning, which led to mold
problems. Site deficiencies included inadequate lighting, crumbling asphalt in parking
lots, and poor drainage, resulting in pooling and erosion. The development was also
described as “isolated” due to its superblock design, poor connectivity, and internal
orientation. Finally, the violent crime rate in the development was five times the city
average.
Based on 2010 Census data, 1,065 individuals resided in the Boulevard Homes
Census Block, which coincides with the Boulevard Homes development. Of those, 548
were less than 17 years of age. The median household income was $14,076, compared
to the city’s median of $52,148. Ninety-three percent of the development’s residents
received food stamps. The high school dropout rate in the development was 14.3
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percent, compared to the city’s rate of 5.1 percent, and the percent of births to
adolescents was 21.6, compared to the city’s rate of 6.4 percent iii. Survey data indicated
that only 20 percent of households had employment income and only 49 percent had a
high school diploma or GED iv.
Figure I A: Original Boulevard Homes Site

Source: Charlotte Housing Authority

The Development Planning Process
The CHA engaged a variety of interest groups in key aspects of Boulevard
Homes redevelopment planning, including whether to rehabilitate or redevelop the
property, the plan for the new development, the relocation process, and the case
management and social services to be provided to residents. The participants included
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residents of Boulevard Homes, developers, representatives of local government, private
service providers, financial entities, and members of the surrounding community.
Redevelopment planning began in 2007 after an internal analysis identified
Boulevard Homes as the CHA development with the greatest physical and social
problems (CHA staff interviews, October 2010). Six meetings were held before the
HOPE VI Notice of Funding Availability was released v. In the first meeting with the
project steering committee, three redevelopment options were discussed: (1) total
renovation of the existing development; (2) partial renovation and partial
redevelopment; and (3) total redevelopment. In the second meeting, information and
opinions were gathered from a wider group of community stakeholders, including
representatives from the city, the surrounding neighborhoods, and local businesses. In
the third meeting, residents were asked what they thought needed to be done to
improve the quality of life at Boulevard Homes. Seventy-nine residents attended this
meeting. In the fourth and fifth meetings, the consulting group, Neighboring Concepts,
presented design options for consideration, including one option that involved partial
redevelopment and a second option that involved total redevelopment. CHA chose to
proceed with total redevelopment based on the feedback received from residents and
other stakeholders and upon consideration of the costs anticipated for each proposal.
After the HOPE VI Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) was released on July 14,
2009, the CHA held a series of additional meetings to solicit additional input on the
physical redevelopment plan, the Community and Supportive Services plan, and the
relocation plan. In addition, information on the demographics and social service needs
of residents was collected from an 87-question resident survey with a 75 percent
response rate. The CHA posted both the revitalization plan and all presentation
materials on the CHA website, and made computers and technical assistance available
to assist residents in accessing this information.

The Physical Redevelopment Plan
The redevelopment plan was produced before the FY09 HOPE VI NOFA was
released. It called for 309 new units, including 96 units in three-story walk-up
buildings, 112 units in two-story duplex, triplex and quadriplex units, 40 new senior
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units, and 13 new single-family homes. It also included a new community center and
commercial space to accommodate a variety of services, such as grocery, laundry, and
child care centers, all of which were lacking in the area. The idea for including
commercial space was eventually abandoned as market feasibility doubts arose.
After the FY09 HOPE VI NOFA was released, the redevelopment plan was revised
to make CHA’s application more competitive given the proposal evaluation criteria.
The prospect of additional funding also allowed for the inclusion of the then-CEO,
Charles Woodyard's, idea of integrating educational facilities into the new development
(CHA staff interviews, October 2010). A central theme of the plan was to create an
“education campus” that would allow residents of all ages easy access to educational
opportunities and opportunities to improve their economic status.
The revised redevelopment plan put forth in CHA’s HOPE VI application
included the construction of 332 new rental apartments and on-site education
facilities, including an early childhood development center, a Kindergarten through 8th
grade public school, and a community center (see Figure I B). Significant features of the
site plan included a new boulevard to connect West Boulevard to the existing
Southview Community Center, a street connection to a nearby branch of Central
Piedmont Community College, and a new greenway along a creek that runs along one
side of the development.
Of the 332 new rental apartments, 172 were to be Low Income Tax Credit units,
145 were to be elderly and family public housing units, and 15 were to be market rate
units. The “educational campus” planned for the entrance to the development included
an early childhood development center on a 1.5 acre site to be managed by Thompson
Child and Family Focus, an organization with a long track record of providing high
quality early childhood development services. The initial plan also called for seven
acres to be conveyed to the Charlotte-Mecklenburg School (CMS) system for the
development of a new K-8 school, with the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Parks and
Recreation Department slated to provide before- and after-school programs for the
students. Finally, Central Piedmont Community College agreed to provide job training
classes at the newly developed community center.
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Beyond the 332 on-site replacement units, the approved proposal also contained
a commitment of 570 off-site replacement units. Those units were to be contained in
four apartment complexes: Little Rock Apartments (240 units adjacent to Boulevard
Homes); Mill Pond (168 units); Cherry Gardens (42 units); and Steele Creek (120 units).
Of those 570 total units, 410 would be in either the Section 9 or project-based Section
8 programs. The remainder of those units was to either be Low Income Housing Tax
Credit units (43) or market rate rental units (117) vi.
Figure I B: Redevelopment Plan for Former Boulevard Homes Site

Source: Charlotte Housing Authority
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In May 2012, the redevelopment plan was altered to: 1) increase the number of
market rate units at the Boulevard Homes site from 15 to 60; 2) add a fifth off-site
development (McMullen Woods); and 3) increase family units to 224. This decision was
influenced by the Purpose Built Communities model of holistic community
revitalization, which itself is based on the successful revitalization of a public housing
development in the East Lake Neighborhood in Atlanta. The Purpose Built model
emphasizes “high-quality, mixed-income housing, a strong cradle-to-college education
pipeline, and a suite of community services and facilities that lift up low-income
families and attract middle-income ones” vii. One reason for the decision to have a
broader mix of incomes in the new development is the anticipation that higher income
families will want to live within the community once the school has been established
and perceived as successful (CHA staff interviews, October 2010). At the time of this
report, the CHA is considering which organization will serve as lead for the delivery of
the cradle-to-career educational services intended for all residents of the new
development.
Another redevelopment plan change being discussed is the substitution of a
charter school for the Charlotte-Mecklenburg school originally included in the
redevelopment plan. Since that original plan was approved, the CMS system has
experienced financial cutbacks, causing it to delay its plans for constructing a new
school in the rebuilt development. Inclusion of a charter school would mirror the
decision made in the East Lake Neighborhood project mentioned above.

Project Financing and Progress
The total project budget is $114,599,236, including the cost of supportive
services, administration, acquisition, new construction and/or the rehabilitation costs
for replacement housing units.
Funding for the project was originally budgeted to come from the following
sources: HOPE VI Grant ($20,900,000); CHA Moving to Work funds ($19,138,732); CHA
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act funds ($3,242,924); tax credit investments
($39,092,812); the City of Charlotte Housing Trust Fund ($15,668,288); and other
private sources, including CMS school construction funds, bank loans, and in-kind
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donations ($51,039,914). As these figures indicate, the HOPE VI grant made up only 14
percent of the total project budget.
At the time of this report, the site has been cleared and is being prepared for
redevelopment. In addition, tax credits have been authorized by the North Carolina
Housing Finance Agency for both the senior mid-rise building and for phase I of the
family units.
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II. The Relocation Process and Outcomes
The Relocation Process
Planning for the relocation of Boulevard Homes residents began in July 2009
when HUD approved the CHA’s application to demolish the development. This
application was submitted before the HOPE VI Notice of Funding Availability was
published since the CHA had decided to redevelop the property regardless of the
availability of a HOPE VI grant. At the time the demolition was approved, 283 of the
301 Boulevard Homes units were occupied, and another unit was filled in August 2010.
Thus a total of 284 households received relocation assistance.
CHA’s relocation plan called for residents to be provided with a range of choices
as to the type and location of relocation housing, and for CHA’s relocation counselors
to provide residents with information about housing opportunities in areas of lower
minority concentration viii. The relocation process was divided into two phases, each
designed to last six months. Phase 1 was to assist 148 families with relocation, while
Phase 2 was to assist the remaining 135 families. Five CHA relocation counselors led
the relocation process, with the assistance of two CHA Housing Choice Voucher (HCV)
counselors, case managers from Children’s Home Society, and volunteers from City
Dive, a faith-based organization. All relocation staff members received training on the
Uniform Relocation Act procedures and on the financial and other assistance available
to those being relocated.
The relocation team provided a variety of services to the residents. Relocation
counselors met with each household to identify the characteristics of housing it
wanted. Two housing options were available to residents: (1) move to another public
housing development, or (2) move to a privately-owned unit with the assistance of an
HCV. The relocation counselors discussed this choice with each family, emphasizing
the additional responsibilities involved in opting for the voucher. Once residents made
a decision, relocation counselors assisted them in finding a new unit, including helping
those opting for the HCV program with online searches for rental properties and
arranging for transportation to visit available units. The relocation counselors also
helped with issues such as meeting with staff from Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools to
arrange school transfers.
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Those choosing to relocate to another public housing development were asked
to identify their top three choices. Relocated families were then offered units in those
developments as they became available.
For those wanting to use Housing Choice Vouchers, the HCV specialists on the
relocation team provided residents with additional training on the responsibilities of
participating in the HCV program, conducted additional background checks that
residents needed to qualify for the vouchers, and, in some instances, helped recruit
landlords in areas of the city in which residents wanted to live. Residents were given
access to SocialServe.com, an online housing search engine, which provided tenants
with a broad range of information on housing opportunities in the local area. This
website allowed residents to search for available housing by rent levels, number of
bedrooms, location, and other characteristics. It also provided pictures of available
units and listed any eligibility requirements, accessibility features, and neighborhood
amenities.
City Dive, Inc., a faith-based, nonprofit, community outreach organization
affiliated with the New Birth Charlotte Church, was also involved in the relocation
process. City Dive’s mission is to assist at-risk youth and families. It has targeted its
services to the West Boulevard Corridor, which encompasses the Boulevard Homes site.
City Dive’s role was to provide both pre-relocation training and post-relocation
mentoring to provide families with the knowledge and tools needed for successful
relocation to new housing and neighborhoods. Pre-relocation training included three
on-site classes in: Financial Empowerment; Career Development; and, “I Am a Great
Neighbor”.
Financial Empowerment covered topics including paying utility bills, credit/debt
issues, and savings. Career Development focused on employability training, life skills,
self-esteem, and personal appearance. I Am a Great Neighbor focused on transitioning
from public to private housing. Emphasis was also placed on conflict resolution,
general housekeeping tips, and minor maintenance repairs, as well as gaining an
understanding of being good and respectful neighbors. These training sessions began
in July 2009 and continued throughout the relocation process.
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As families prepared to move, they were matched with a City Dive mentor who
provided assistance in locating replacement housing, mastering landlord interviews,
and understanding lease requirements. The post-relocation activities also focused on
enrolling children in new schools, acclimating to the new community, and meeting or
exceeding the requirements for returning to the revitalized site, or for maintaining
housing in the private market.
Youth Homes, Inc. was hired in October 2009 to provide Community and
Supportive Services (CSS) to all Boulevard Homes residents. In January 2010, Youth
Homes, Inc. merged with the Children's Home Society (CHS), a nationally accredited
nonprofit counseling agency that has operated in Mecklenburg County since 1975,
which continues to provide services to former residents. Also in January 2010, CHS
hired new counselors for this project and they began to meet with tenants to assess
their general needs, assist them in setting personal goals, and connect them to the
services required to achieve those goals. A more detailed description of Youth
Homes/Children’s Home Society and its role in the pre- and post-relocation process is
provided in Section V of this report.
The two on-site property managers at the Boulevard Homes also played an
important role in the relocation process. They held numerous meetings with residents
to answer their questions, met regularly with the president of the Boulevard Homes
Residents' Council, and generally facilitated communication and trust between the
residents and the various groups providing relocation assistance. Interviews with staff
members from each of the organizations involved in tenant relocation indicate that
communication among the various groups was generally good, although case
management staff did report some difficulty in getting relocation staff to return their
calls.

Relocation Outcomes
While 283 units of Boulevard Homes were occupied when CHA received
demolition approval in July 2009, the Boulevard Homes sample includes three
additional households. One additional household moved into Boulevard Homes after
the demolition was approved, and two households split during the relocation process
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to create two additional households. By May 2011, of the 286 households, 182 (64
percent) had relocated to privately-owned homes with the assistance of an HCV, while
69 (24 percent) had relocated to one of CHA’s other public housing developments. Of
the remaining 35 households, 30 (11 percent) had been evicted for lease violations
between the time the demolition plan was approved and the time the relocation was
completed, three were in temporary housing awaiting an HCV (one percent), and two
had passed away (one percent). The three households in temporary housing moved
into private rentals in August 2011.
Based on interviews with the relocation counselors, the households that
relocated to other CHA public housing developments did so for a variety reasons.
Some had very low incomes and were worried about being able to handle the higher
utility bills that accompany private rentals through the HCV program; some were
senior citizens who had lived in public housing for many years and did not wish to
leave; some had poor credit ratings or outstanding utility bills, making relocation to a
private rental difficult, if not impossible; and some had criminal records, which
disqualified them from receiving a voucher.
Of those who opted for HCVs, the largest number (21 percent) found housing in
the same ZIP code as Boulevard Homes. Of those who opted to move to other public
housing communities, the largest number moved to Southside Homes (29). The
remaining residents were fairly well dispersed among other CHA communities.
Relocation counselors offered several explanations for why many residents
stayed in the largely low-income, minority neighborhoods in the city (See Appendix A
for information on the interviews conducted, and Section III for additional information
about relocation neighborhoods). First, for those who accepted an HCV, rents for units
outside those areas were said to be higher and would have required them to pay more
of their incomes for rent. Second, many other areas of the city were said to have either
no or limited bus service, a challenge for a population with low vehicular ownership
levels. Third, some parents did not want their children to change schools. Finally, many
residents were said to have friends and family in the West Boulevard area and did not
want to move far from them.

Page
29

As of fall 2012, 176 households were living in privately-owned homes with the
assistance of an HCV, and 59 were living in CHA public housing (see Table II A).
Southside remains the most common public housing destination, with 27 relocated
households. Ten households remain in the Moving Forward pilot sites of Cedar Knoll,
Leafcrest, and Tarlton Hills.
Table II A: Relocation Outcomes as of Fall 2012
Number of households
Autumn Place

6

Cedar Knoll

1

Charlottetown Terrace

1

Dillehay Courts

1

Gladedale

1

Leafcrest

7

Mallard Ridge

5

Meadow Oaks

1

Savanna Woods

1

Southside Homes

27

Strawn Cottages

1

Tall Oaks

4

Tarlton Hills

2

Wallace Woods

1

Housing Choice Voucher

176

Total households relocated and still with the CHA

235

Source: CHA tenant lists, CHA move out reports, and CHS “End of Month” reports
By fall 2012, 51 residents had left the CHA; six had positive move-outs,
including moves to homeownership and private market-rate rentals, while 41 had
negative move-outs, with over half being evicted for non-payment of rent: 16 of those
were paying minimum rents, while another five were paying higher than minimum rent
(see Table II B). Negative move-outs from CHA have slowed over time; all but three of
the 41 residents who left CHA for negative reasons did so before 2012.

Pre-move Challenges
Relocation counselors explained that they encountered several challenges in the
relocation process. One challenge was the relocation of large households. Boulevard
Homes had several five-bedroom units that housed large, often extended families, and
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the number of five bedroom units in other CHA housing developments was severely
limited. In two cases, large households with two or more adults were eventually
relocated into two separate units. Other large families waited until large units opened
up in other CHA developments.
Table II B: Evictions as of Fall 2012
Number of households
Evicted, ban persons

4

Evicted, criminal

2

Evicted, drug related

6

Evicted, minimum rent non-payment

16

Evicted, non-payment

5

Evicted, unauthorized guest

1

Evicted, other violations

1

Moved during eviction

2

Other (negative)

4

Deceased

3

Homeownership

1

Moved, private housing

2

Other (positive)

3

Unknown

1

Total households no longer with the CHA

51

Source: CHA tenant lists, CHA move out reports, and CHS “End of Month” reports

Given the substantial number of Boulevard Homes residents who opted for
HCVs, finding properties with owners willing to participate in the program in areas
relocated households wanted to live slowed the relocation process. CHA landlord
outreach efforts and a weak housing market, however, kept this from becoming a
severe problem.
The relocation counselors also identified “getting long-term public housing
families to think outside the box” as a significant challenge in getting residents to
consider HCVs. It was sometimes difficult to get long-term public housing residents to
consider moving to private sector housing with the assistance of an HCV. This subset
of residents was fearful of having to deal with private landlords and of not being
accepted by their non-public housing neighbors.
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Post-move Challenges
Based on interviews with relocation counselors and case managers, the major
challenge for those who opted for the HCVs has been paying utility bills. Each voucher
holder receives a utility allowance that is based on both their income and the
characteristics of their housing unit. However, utility bills for many residents are well
above that allowance. Caseworkers reported referring many voucher holders to Crisis
Assistance Ministry (a social support agency) for assistance with paying utility bills. In
a small number of cases, voucher holders moved out of their initial unit because of
high utility costs. Some of the interviewed counselors and case managers felt that this
problem had lessened over time, as most residents had learned how to budget their
income and had altered their behavior to lower their utility bills. Foreclosures and a
lack of property upkeep by the HCV landlords were also identified as post-move
challenges for voucher holders, and case managers mentioned that several persons
had to move to other housing units because of these problems.

Resident Perceptions of the Relocation Process
The interim survey included several questions on the relocation process (see
Appendix A for information on the baseline and interim surveys). One question on this
survey was why residents chose to either relocate using an HCV or move to another
CHA housing development. Respondents who chose to move using an HCV were
offered six choices:
•
•
•
•
•
•

I wanted to live in a house rather than an apartment
I wanted to have more choice about where I lived
I wanted to get away from "living in the projects"
I wanted to have more opportunity to improve myself
I wanted to be more independent
Other (please specify)

Multiple responses were allowed. The most frequently identified reasons for
choosing an HCV were wanting more choice about where they lived (59 percent) and
more opportunity to improve themselves (59 percent), followed by more independence
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(54 percent), wanting to get away from "living in the projects” (51 percent), and
wanting to live in a house rather than an apartment (50 percent).
The residents who moved to other CHA developments were offered the
following possible reasons for moving to another Section 9 unit:
•
•
•
•
•
•

I looked at Section 8 units but couldn’t find one I liked
I didn’t want to worry about paying utility bills
I didn’t want to deal with a private landlord
I just feel comfortable living in CHA housing
CHA developments are located in convenient areas
Other (please specify).

Respondents were able to select more than one answer. The most frequently
identified reason was that they felt comfortable living in CHA housing (55 percent),
followed by not wanting to worry about paying utility bills (38 percent), the opinion
that CHA housing was located in convenient areas (28 percent), not wanting to deal
with a private landlord (24 percent), and having looked at Section 8 units but not
finding one they liked (10 percent). Twenty-two percent of respondents selected
“other” and gave particular reasons for choosing to remain within CHA housing; most
of these were due to a variety of specific financial considerations.
The decision to use an HCV or move to another CHA development was also
associated with demographic characteristics of the residents. Elderly or disabled
residents—who were more likely than non-elderly, non-disabled residents to move to
Section 9 housing—were also more likely to indicate feeling comfortable in CHA
housing (15 percent) when compared to other adults (four percent). Non-elderly, nondisabled residents—who were more likely to use an HCV than elderly or disabled
residents—were more likely to cite a desire for more independence and an opportunity
to improve themselves as reasons for using an HCV to relocate. Households with
school-aged children, who were more likely to relocate with the assistance of an HCV
than households without children, were more likely to mention a desire to live in a
house rather than an apartment as a reason for their choice. The relocation staff
interviewed also suggested that residents with very low incomes, poor credit histories,
and outstanding utility bills were more likely to move to another CHA development.
The survey also contained a question about the number of housing units
respondents visited before selecting one. Among the Section 9 residents, 23 percent
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reported only visiting the unit that they ultimately selected, 27 percent visited only one
other property, 10 percent visited two others, 20 percent visited three additional
properties, and the remaining 20 percent of residents visited between four and seven
properties beyond the unit they selected. Among HCV participants, 24 percent
reported visiting ten or more properties, 18 percent visited between five and nine
properties, 20 percent reported visiting three or four properties, and 32 percent
reported visiting only one or two properties before selecting one. The results show that
those who used HCVs visited substantially more units before choosing one.
We also asked about seven dimensions of participants’ perceptions of their
experience with the relocation process (see Table II C). The survey results show that 41
percent of the respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with the statement that
the relocation process was “difficult and confusing,” 35 percent agreed or strongly
agreed that they “felt rushed,” and 20 percent agreed or strongly agreed that they “felt
pressured to accept a unit that was not suited to their needs or liking.”
On the positive side, 73 percent of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed
that they were “given individual attention,” and only 15 percent of respondents agreed
or strongly agreed that “the relocation staff was unpleasant or rude” (see Table II C).
Moreover, 87 percent agreed or strongly agreed that they were satisfied with the
relocation services provided. The elderly/handicapped respondents reported higher
levels of satisfaction with the relocation services provided (91 percent vs. 84 percent),
as did those who relocated with an HCV (88 percent vs. 83 percent). Households
without school-aged children reported a slightly higher level of satisfaction with the
relocation services provided than households with school-aged children (87 percent vs.
91 percent).
Participants were also asked if they had worked with each of the three groups
involved in assisting residents (relocation counselors, Section 8 (HCV) counselors, and
City Dive instructors) and how helpful they were. Overall, a very high percentage of the
participants reported that each of the groups was either “very” or “somewhat” helpful
(see Table II D).
Ninety percent of survey respondents reported having worked with the CHA's
on-site relocation counselors. Of those, 71 percent rated their counselor as very
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helpful, while another 24 percent rated him or her as somewhat helpful. Only five
percent said their relocation counselors were not helpful. Approximately 74 percent of
all respondents reported having worked with a CHA HCV counselor. Of those, 75
percent reported that their counselor was very helpful, and an additional 16 percent
reported that he or she was somewhat helpful. Only nine percent said that their HCV
counselor was not helpful. Finally, 90 percent of the respondents reported taking at
least one of the classes offered by City Dive. Among those, 67 percent found them very
helpful, 24 percent found them somewhat helpful, and nine percent found them not
helpful.
Table II C: Participant Assessments of the Relocation Experience
Strongly
agree
# ( %)

Agree
# ( %)

Disagree
# ( %)

Strongly
disagree
# ( %)

The relocation process was difficult and
confusing

21 (15)

35 (26)

52 (38)

28 (21)

I was provided transportation to possible
rental units when I asked

27 (21)

53 (40)

33 (25)

19 (14)

I was given individual attention

30 (22)

69 (51)

23 (17)

14 (10)

I felt rushed (I did not feel I had enough time
to find the apartment)

23 (17)

25 (18)

59 (43)

30 (22)

I was pressured to accept a unit that was not
suited to my needs or liking

13 (9)

14 (10)

66 (49)

43 (32)

6 (4)

15 (11)

60 (44)

56 (41)

51 (37)

70 (50)

14 (10)

4 (3)

The relocation staff was unpleasant or rude
Overall I am satisfied with the relocation
services provided

Source: Interim residential survey to former Boulevard Homes residents
Table II D: Ratings of the Helpfulness of Relocation Counselors, HCV (Section 8)
Counselors, and City Dive Classes

How helpful were the classes offered by City
Dive?
How helpful was the relocation counselor at
Boulevard Homes?
How helpful was the Section 8 counselor?

Very
helpful
# ( %)

Somewhat
helpful
# ( %)

Not
helpful
# ( %)

79 (67)

28 (24)

11 (9)

91 (71)

31 (24)

7 (5)

83 (75)

18 (16)

10 (9)

Source: Interim residential survey to former Boulevard Homes residents
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When asked how they found their new apartments or houses, 49 percent
reported finding it on their own, 28 percent reported that they found it through their
relocation counselor, 20 percent reported they found it through friends or family, and
12 percent found it through a case manager. There were major differences, however, in
how those who relocated using HCVs and those who moved to other Section 9
developments located new housing. Those utilizing HCVs were much more likely than
those moving to public housing to report having found it on their own (60 percent vs.
9 percent) or with the assistance of friends or family (24 percent vs. 6 percent). Those
moving to other public housing developments were much more likely than HCV
participants to have found their new housing through their relocation counselors (66
percent vs. 18 percent) or through their case managers (25 percent vs. 8 percent).
Participants were also asked how much they knew about the character of their
new neighborhood before they moved. Twenty-eight percent reported “knowing a lot”
and an additional 50 percent reported knowing “some” or “a little,” while 22 percent
reported knowing “nothing” about the area before moving there.
One of the objectives of the HOPE VI program is to provide affordable housing
opportunities in neighborhoods with a mix of income levels, races, and ethnicities.
Thus, we asked program participants if their relocation counselors talked with them
about the potential benefits of moving to mixed-income or mixed-race areas. Fifty-six
percent of the respondents remembered having discussed the potential benefits of
moving to mixed areas, while 44 percent did not. Those who moved with the assistance
of HCVs were more likely than their Section 9 counterparts to indicate that they had
discussed this issue (60 percent vs. 42 percent) with their relocation counselors. A
follow-up question asked if they had, in fact, moved to an area with a mix of income
levels, races or ethnicities, and 74 percent of the respondents said they had. As might
be expected, those moving with HCVs were more likely to report moving to a mixed
area compared to those who moved to other CHA housing developments (79 percent
vs. 54 percent).
For those who reported not having moved to a mixed area, we asked why not
(see Table II E). The most frequent reasons checked was that “there were no affordable
apartments or houses there” (17 percent), followed by the area “did not have good
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public transportation” (15 percent) and “those areas were far from family and friends”
(12 percent). Respondents also cited not thinking they "would feel comfortable in those
types of neighborhoods” (nine percent), the mixed areas being “far from where I work
or shop” (eight percent), and thinking they “could not pass a background check” (three
percent). As noted above, several of these reasons were also mentioned in staff
interviews.
Table II E: Reasons for Not Moving to an Area with a Mix of Incomes, Races, or
Ethnicities
Frequency

Percent

There were no affordable apartments or houses in those areas

24

17

Those areas did not have good public transportation

22

15

Those areas were far from my family/friends
I did not think I would feel comfortable living in those
neighborhoods
Those areas were far from where I work or shop

17

12

13

9

12

8

5

3

I did not think I would pass the landlord’s background check

Source: Interim residential survey to former Boulevard Homes residents

Recommendations on Improving the Relocation Process
Overall, the relocation process seems to have gone quite smoothly. Moreover, large
percentages of the tenants were satisfied or very satisfied with the assistance they
received from CHA staff and contractors. The relocation staff offered the following
recommendations as to how the relocation process could have been improved:
•

More outreach to landlords to encourage them to participate in the Housing
Choice Voucher (HCV) program;

•

More careful screening of tenants interested in utilizing an HCV; and

•

More information could have been provided on the characteristics of the
neighborhoods surrounding properties in the HCV program.
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III. Changes in Neighborhood Conditions Pre- and PostRelocation
At the time the CHA received approval to demolish Boulevard Homes in July
2009, 283 households were living in the development. However, after the addition of
three households—one new household in August 2010, and two more from household
splits in December 2010 and January 2011—the total number of Boulevard Homes
households reached 286. As of fall 2012, 235 of the 286 households remained with the
CHA, either in public housing or in private housing with a Housing Choice Voucher
(HCV).
Figure III A shows the dispersion of the 235 households to new neighborhoods
across the City of Charlotte as of fall 2012. Boulevard Homes is identified as a blue
triangle at the center of the smallest circle. The numbers on the map represent the
number of Boulevard Homes households still with the CHA, either in public housing or
in a private rental with the assistance of an HCV living within each of the designated
neighborhoods. Each concentric ring represents an increase of three miles from the
Boulevard Homes site.
Charlotte Douglas International Airport is located just to the west of the
Boulevard Homes development, which explains why the dispersal pattern lies almost
entirely to the east. Figure III A shows that as of fall 2012, 80 families (34 percent)
were located within three miles of Boulevard Homes. Another 89 families (39 percent)
were located between three and six miles of their original homes, 40 families (17
percent) were between six to nine miles, and 23 families (ten percent) were between
nine and twelve miles. The remaining three families (one percent) were located more
than twelve miles from Boulevard Homes.
The relocations have been plotted on the 2010 Charlotte Neighborhood Quality
of Life Index Map, which uses a variety of data to create a neighborhood quality index
for each Charlotte/Mecklenburg neighborhood ix. As of fall 2012, former Boulevard
Homes tenants lived in 73 different Charlotte neighborhoods.
The 2010 Quality of Life Survey x classified neighborhoods into three categories:
Stable, Transitioning, and Challenged. It also compared neighborhood characteristics
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over time and categorized neighborhoods as Trending Up, No Change, or Trending
Down. Classifications were based on scores in four dimensions: social, physical,
criminal, and economic. Stable neighborhoods are those that exhibit few
neighborhood-level problems and score high on these four dimensions. Transitioning
neighborhoods are average on most dimensions, but also display a weakness on one or
more of the four dimensions. Challenged neighborhoods generally have low to
moderate scores on some or all quality of life dimensions and represent below average
quality of life compared to citywide values.
The 2010 Quality of Life Survey classified the Boulevard Homes neighborhood
as “Challenged and “Trending Down.” Most Boulevard Homes families relocated to
neighborhoods that were categorized as “Stable” or “Trending Up.” As seen in Figure III
A, 81 (34.6%) households moved into neighborhoods that were classified as “Trending
Up,” 132 (56.4%) moved into “No Change” neighborhoods, and only 21 (0.09%)
households moved into neighborhoods considered to be “Trending Down,” although
very few neighborhoods fell into that category.
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Figure III A: Charlotte Neighborhoods Where Former Boulevard Homes Residents
Currently Live
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Demographic, Social, and Physical Characteristics of Neighborhoods
Data from both the 2010 Charlotte Quality of Life Survey and the 2010 Census
allows for comparisons of demographic and social characteristics of the Boulevard
Homes neighborhood and the neighborhoods to which residents moved.
The 235 Boulevard Homes families moved to 74 different census tracts (as
opposed to 73 different Charlotte Quality of Life neighborhoods) as of fall 2012. The
Boulevard Homes census tract, consists primarily of the Boulevard Homes
development but also includes several other neighborhoods and developments,
including Little Rock Apartments. As of the 2010 Census, the Boulevard Homes tract
contained 228 detached single-family homes and 704 multi-family dwellings, of which
Boulevard Homes accounted for 301.
Demographic Characteristics
Using data from the U.S. Census Bureau in 2010, Table III A summarizes the
demographic data for Mecklenburg County, the Boulevard Homes census tract, and the
census tracts in which Boulevard Homes relocated households lived in fall 2012. Data
for the current tracts is weighted by the relocation population, which gives a higher
weight to neighborhoods with a higher number of former Boulevard Homes
households. Also included in the table is a summary describing the percent of
residents who moved into neighborhoods with values above and below Mecklenburg
County-wide figures.
As of 2010, the residents of the Boulevard Homes census tract were
predominately black (78.7 percent), and the majority lived in single-parent households
(63.8 percent). The median age of 22 years is largely reflective of the high number of
children living in the Boulevard Homes households. The CHA HOPE VI application
noted that of the 828 people living in Boulevard Homes, 455 of these were children,
and 152 of these were under five years old.
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Table III A: Demographic Characteristics of the Boulevard Homes Census Tract
Compared to Relocation Neighborhoods and Mecklenburg County
Mecklenburg
County

Boulevard
Homes
census
tract

Current
census tracts
(weighted by
current
population) xi

Tracts below
Mecklenburg
County
(# and % out
of total 74)*

Tracts above
Mecklenburg
County
(# and % out
of total 74)*

55.3

10.1

24.5

64 (82)

10 (18)

30.8

78.7

62.7

13 (18)

60 (81)

13.9

11.2

12.8

34 (46)

40 (54)

12.2

7.4

12.9

41 (55)

33 (45)

32.8

22.2

30.9

53 (72)

19 (26)

34.9

22.1

33.8

47 (64)

27 (36)

48.4

47.5

47.7

36 (49)

35 (47)

51.6

52.5

52.3

35 (47)

36 (49)

19.1

63.8

33.2

11 (15)

63 (85)

$55,294

$11,599

$33,875

66 (89)

8 (11)

Percent below poverty

12.5

64.7

27.3

17 (23)

57 (77)

Homeownership rate

60.6

12.3

41.5

52 (70)

21 (28)

Employment rate

66.7

28.3

58.2

45 (61)

29 (39)

Public assistance xiii

12.1

75.9

34.2

14 (19)

60 (81)

Race

Age

Percent
white
Percent
black
Percent
other xii
Percent
Hispanic
Median male
age
Median
female age

Gender Percent male
Percent
female
Percent single-parent
families
Median household
income

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census and 2006-2010 American Community Survey
*The sum of the tracts above and below Mecklenburg County will not equal 74 if a
relocation tract's data is equal to Mecklenburg County's data

Table III A shows that the census tracts to which former Boulevard Homes
residents relocated were more racially diverse than was the Boulevard Homes tract
(24.5 percent white, 62.7 percent black, and 12.8 percent other). The relocation tracts
also had a slightly older population than the Boulevard Homes tract: males were 8.7
years older and females were 11.7 years older. Families in the relocation tracts were
roughly half as likely to be single-parent households as compared to those in the
Boulevard Homes census tract, though they were still far more likely to be headed by a
single parent than the Mecklenburg County average (33.2 percent vs. 19.1 percent).
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Economic conditions represent the greatest difference between the Boulevard
Homes census tract and the relocation tracts. Homeownership rates in the relocation
tracts were substantially higher than in the Boulevard Homes tract (41.5 percent vs.
12.3 percent), the employment rate was also higher (58.2 percent vs. 28.3 percent), and
the percentage of families on public assistance was lower (34.2 percent vs. 75.9
percent). As with the demographic data, all of these numbers are more in line with the
Mecklenburg County figures. Median household income was nearly triple that of the
Boulevard Homes tract, though still far behind the overall median for Mecklenburg
County.

Social Characteristics
The social characteristics of the 73 relocation neighborhoods, as defined by the
2010 Charlotte Quality of Life Survey, were generally better than those of the
Boulevard Homes neighborhood, with the exception of the youth opportunities score.
The high school dropout rate was substantially lower in the relocation
neighborhoods than in the Boulevard Homes neighborhood (7.3 percent vs. 14.3
percent). The percentage of births to adolescents was substantially lower in the
relocation neighborhoods than in the Boulevard Homes neighborhood (10.9 percent vs.
21.6 percent), and the percentage of children performing at or above grade level was
also higher in the relocation neighborhoods (63.3 percent vs. 42.4 percent; see Table III
B).
However, relocation neighborhoods did not score as well as the Boulevard
Homes neighborhood in the youth opportunity score. The youth opportunity score
measures potential sites for youth (children up to age 18) to become involved in extracurricular activities within the neighborhood, including at YMCA/YWCAs, churches,
schools offering before and/or after school programs, recreation centers, community
centers, and libraries. The youth opportunity index was lower in the relocation
neighborhoods than in the Boulevard Homes neighborhood (2.0 vs. 2.8), yet is still well
above the score for all of Charlotte (0.9). The higher score for Boulevard Homes is most
likely due to the programing provided by the CHA to children and youth via The
Salvation Army, an onsite Boys and Girls Club, and the site's proximity to a County
Recreation Center.
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Table III B: Social Characteristics of the Boulevard Homes Neighborhood Compared to
Relocation Neighborhoods and the City of Charlotte

High school
dropout rate
Percent children
achieving at or
above grade level xiv
Percent of births
to adolescents
Youth
opportunity xv

City of
Charlotte

Boulevard
Homes
neighborhood

Current
neighborhoods
(weighted
by current
population)

Neighborhoods below
Charlotte
(# and %,
out of 73)

Neighborhoods above
Charlotte
(# and %, out
of 73)

5.0

14.3

7.3

21 (29)

52 (71)

75.6

42.4

63.3

63 (86)

10 (14)

6.4

21.6

10.9

22 (30)

51 (70)

0.9

2.8

2.0

31 (43)

42 (58)

Source: Charlotte Neighborhood Quality of Life Study Data 2010
*The sum of the neighborhoods above and below the City of Charlotte will not equal
73 if a relocation tract's data is equal to the City of Charlotte's data
A key aspect of any quality of life assessment is the crime rate within the
community. The 2010 Charlotte Quality of Life Survey captures data associated with:
violent crime (defined by the Uniform Crime Report standards including homicides,
rapes, robberies, and aggravated assaults); juvenile crime (based on individuals
arrested under the age of 16); property crime (defined by the Uniform Crime Report
standards including burglaries, larcenies, vehicle thefts, arsons, and vandalisms); and
finally, crime hot spots (the density of violent crimes, including homicides, rapes,
robberies, aggravated assaults, missing persons, and hit-and-runs).
The figures presented in Table III C indicate that the violent crime rate was
lower in relocation neighborhoods, as defined by the 2010 Charlotte Quality of Life
Survey, than in the Boulevard Homes neighborhood (2.50 vs. 3.53), while both the
juvenile crime and the property crime rates were higher in the relocation communities.
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Table III C: Crime Rate of the Boulevard Homes Neighborhood Compared to Relocation
Neighborhoods and the City of Charlotte

Violent crime rate xvi
Juvenile crime
rate xvii
Property crime
rate xviii
Crime hot spots xix

City of
Charlotte

Boulevard
Homes
neighborhood

Current
neighborhoods
(weighted by
current
population)

Neighborhoods below
Charlotte
(# and %, out
of 73)

Neighborhoods above
Charlotte
(# and %, out
of 73)

0.7

2.5

1.8

20 (27)

53 (73)

1.2

1.1

3.0

42 (58)

31 (43)

5.4

5.1

9.3

22 (30)

51 (70)

0.00

0.64

0.06

N/A

50 (69)

Source: Charlotte Neighborhood Quality of Life Study Data 2010
*The sum of the neighborhoods above and below the City of Charlotte will not equal
73 if a relocation neighborhood's data is equal to the City of Charlotte's data

Physical Characteristics
The Charlotte Quality of Life Survey measures the physical attributes of each
community, such as appearance and housing code violations, and also includes
variables that measure access to both public transportation and retail facilities.
The data presented in Table III D indicate that Boulevard Homes residents had
excellent access to public transportation but poor access to retail facilities when
compared to the population of Charlotte. Access to public transportation was more
limited in the relocation neighborhoods when compared to the Boulevard Homes
neighborhood (82.2 percent vs. 100 percent), while access to retail facilities improved
(12.6 percent vs. 0 percent). The percentage of housing code violations was lower in
the relocation neighborhoods than in the Boulevard Homes area (1.7 percent vs. 3.2
percent). However, appearance code violations were less common in the Boulevard
Homes neighborhood than in the relocation neighborhoods.
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Table III D: Physical Characteristics of the Boulevard Homes Neighborhood Compared
to Relocation Neighborhoods and the City of Charlotte

Appearance
code
violation xx
Housing code
violation
(percent) xxi
Access to public
transportation
(percent) xxii
Access to retail
facilities
(percent) xxiii

City of
Charlotte

Boulevard
Homes
neighborhood

Current
neighborhoods
(weighted by
current
population)

Neighborhoods below
Charlotte
(# and %, out
of 73)

Neighborhoods above
Charlotte
(# and %, out
of 73)

0.2

0.02

0.28

29 (40)

44 (60)

0.9

3.2

1.7

35 (48)

38 (52)

56.4

100

82.2

19 (26)

54 (74)

17.4

0.0

12.6

50 (69)

23 (32)

Source: Charlotte Neighborhood Quality of Life Study Data 2010
*The sum of the neighborhoods above and below the City of Charlotte will not equal
73 if a relocation neighborhood's data is equal to the City of Charlotte's data

Page
46

IV. Resident Perceptions of Their New Living
Situations
Resident responses to the interim survey indicate that they are generally happy
with the results of the relocation. This chapter details relocated households’
perceptions regarding the good and bad things about moving from Boulevard Homes,
how their new living situations compared to those in Boulevard Homes, and the
impacts of relocation on their emotional well-being.
The interim survey included two open-ended questions asking residents to write in
“some of the good things about moving from Boulevard Homes” and “some of the bad
things about moving from Boulevard Homes" (see Appendix A for a further discussion
of these two questions). A total of 113 survey respondents listed good things about
moving from Boulevard Homes; since several respondents listed more than one good
thing, a total of 191 were mentioned. For both those who moved using Housing Choice
Vouchers (HCV) and those moving to other CHA public housing developments, the two
most frequently mentioned good things about moving from Boulevard Homes were
living in a better quality house or neighborhood, and living in an area with less crime
that felt safer. Residents also mentioned improved privacy, better neighbors, and a
chance for greater self-improvement (see Table IV A).
Table IV A: Good Things about Moving from Boulevard Homes
HCV
relocated
households
#
%
rank

Section 9
relocated
households
#
%
rank

All
relocated
households
#
%
rank

Improved housing and neighborhood
quality

30

18

2

7

25

2

37

19

1

Reduced crime, violence, or drugs

34

21

1

3

11

3

37

19

1

More privacy or better neighbors

27

17

3

1

4

6

28

15

4

Opportunity for self-improvement

25

16

4

2

7

4

27

14

5

Better for children or improved
schools

20

12

5

0

0

7

20

11

6

7

4

7

2

7

4

9

5

7

20

12

5

13

46

1

33

17

3

Increased access to amenities
Other

Source: Interim residential survey to former Boulevard Homes residents
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Fewer respondents wrote in bad things about being relocated from Boulevard
Homes. A total of 103 respondents listed at least one bad thing, and there were a total
of 129 total comments offered. As shown in Table IV B, the two most frequently
mentioned bad things were “nothing” and missing the people or the social support in
Boulevard Homes. Having to pay utility bills was also frequently mentioned as a bad
thing by those who moved with an HCV.
Table IV B: Bad Things about Moving from Boulevard Homes
HCV relocated
households

All
relocated
households
#
%
rank

#

%

Nothing was bad

37

36

1

4

15

2

41

33

1

Miss people or support

21

20

2

2

8

3

23

18

3

Paying bills

10

10

4

0

0

7

10

8

4

Reduced access to amenities

5

5

5

2

8

3

7

5

5

Forced to relocate

6

6

6

1

4

5

7

5

5

Worse housing or neighborhood

6

6

6

1

4

5

7

5

5

18

15

3

16

54

1

34

23

2

Other

rank

Section 9
relocated
households
#
% rank

Source: Interim residential survey to former Boulevard Homes residents

Changes in Physical Environment
The interim survey asked residents how their current homes compared with
their apartments at Boulevard Homes.
Eighty-three percent of respondents stated that their new home was either
“much better” (66 percent) or “somewhat better” (17 percent) than their Boulevard
Homes units. Residents who moved with the assistance of HCVs were slightly more
positive on their new homes than residents who moved to public housing units; 69
percent of HCV users said that their new home was “much better,” while 51 percent of
Section 9 residents felt similarly (see Table IV C).
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Table IV C: How New Home Compares to Boulevard Homes Apartment

HCV relocated
households
Section 9 relocated
households

Much
better
# ( %)

Somewhat
better
# ( %)

About the
same
# ( %)

Somewhat
worse
# ( %)

Much
worse
# ( %)

77 (69)

18 (16)

13 (12)

4 (3)

N/A

16 (51)

6 (19)

3 (10)

3 (10)

3 (10)

Source: Interim residential survey to former Boulevard Homes residents
In addition to asking residents how their new home compared to their
Boulevard Homes apartment, respondents were also asked how satisfied they were
with their new home (see Table IV D). Very high percentages of both those who moved
with HCVs (88 percent) and those who moved to a Section 9 property (83 percent) were
“very satisfied” or “somewhat satisfied” with their new home. Only two percent of HCV
residents stated that they were “very dissatisfied,” while 13 percent of Section 9
residents were “very dissatisfied.”
Table IV D: Satisfaction with Current Home
Very
satisfied
# ( %)

Somewhat
satisfied
# ( %)

Somewhat
dissatisfied
# ( %)

Very
dissatisfied
# ( %)

HCV relocated households

56 (50)

42 (38)

11 (10)

2 (2)

Section 9 relocated
households

13 (44)

12 (40)

1 (3)

4 (13)

Source: Interim residential survey to former Boulevard Homes residents
In both the baseline and interim surveys, residents were asked to assess the
physical characteristics of their current home. On average, respondents had 33 percent
fewer complaints about the physical aspects of their new homes than they did about
similar aspects of their Boulevard Homes apartments. The greatest differences were a
reduction in the number of respondents who indicated having a big problem or some
problem with walls with peeling paint or plaster, plumbing that doesn’t work, or too
much noise.
Table IV E captures respondents’ current concerns about their new homes.
Residents were asked if each aspect was a "big problem," "some problem" or "not a
problem." For both HCV and Section 9 residents, the most common complaints about
their new housing units were a lack of both storage space and living space, and noise.
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Those moving with a HCV had more complaints about having missing locks or locks
that don't work compared to their Section 9 counterparts.
Table IV E: Physical Problems with Current Homes
HCV relocated
households
big problem or some
problem
# ( %)
49 (45)

Section 9 relocated
households
big problem or some
problem
# ( %)
21 (68)

Too little living space

40 (36)

19 (61)

Too much noise

25 (23)

13 (42)

Walls with peeling paint

25 (23)

10 (32)

Plumbing that doesn't work

28 (26)

8 (26)

Broken windows or missing screens

19 (17)

6 (19)

Missing locks or locks that don't work

30 (27)

4 (13)

Heating doesn't work

19 (17)

4 (15)

Too little storage space

Source: Interim residential survey to former Boulevard Homes residents
The survey also asked respondents about their current neighborhoods. As with
questions regarding their satisfaction with their current homes, residents from
Boulevard Homes who moved with the assistance of HCVs expressed a higher degree
of satisfaction with their new neighborhoods than those who moved to Section 9
developments (see Table IV F). Sixty percent of HCV residents rated their new
neighborhood as “much better,” while only 45 percent of Section 9 residents rated
their new neighborhood as “much better.” Similarly, a scant one percent of HCV
residents said that their new neighborhood was “much worse” while 13 percent of
those who moved to Section 9 units felt that way.
Table IV F: How Current Neighborhood Compares to Boulevard Homes Neighborhood

HCV relocated
households
Section 9 relocated
households

Much
better
# ( %)

Somewhat
better
# ( %)

About the
same
# ( %)

Somewhat
worse
# ( %)

Much
worse
# ( %)

67 (60)

30 (27)

12 (10)

2 (2)

1 (1)

14 (45)

8 (26)

4 (13)

1 (3)

4 (13)

Source: Interim residential survey to former Boulevard Homes residents
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Table IV G presents respondents’ opinions about the overall physical condition
of their new neighborhoods. Thirty-one percent of HCV residents said that the overall
physical condition of their new neighborhood was excellent, compared to only nine
percent of Section 9 residents.
Table IV G: Rating the Overall Physical Conditions of the Current Neighborhood

HCV relocated
households
Section 9 relocated
households

Excellent
# ( %)

Good
# ( %)

Fair
# ( %)

Poor
# ( %)

34 (31)

49 (44)

24 (22)

4 (3)

3 (9)

15 (47)

12 (38)

2 (6)

Source: Interim residential survey to former Boulevard Homes residents
Residents were also asked to consider which factors were “very important,”
“important,” or “not important” in the selection of their new home and neighborhood
(see Table IV H). All respondents ranked feeling safe as being either “very important”
(91 percent) or “somewhat important” (eight percent). Having good neighbors, access
to public transportation, affordable rent, and the appearance of their residence were
also rated as important factors in choosing their new homes. Eighty-eight percent of
respondents stated that being familiar with the area was “very important” (61 percent)
or “somewhat important” (27 percent), while only 36 percent indicated that it was
either “very important” or “somewhat important” to remain close to the former
Boulevard Homes community.
Those residents who chose to remain in CHA apartments seemed to be most
concerned with remaining close to their old neighborhood, and 52 percent ranked this
as being either “very important” or “somewhat important.” As expected, respondents
with children ranked access to good schools second only to safety, and people without
vehicles placed a premium on having good access to shopping and public
transportation.
In both the baseline and interim surveys, residents were asked how safe they
feel being alone at night in the parking lots, lawns, street, or sidewalks outside their
homes. The number of respondents who said that they feel “very safe” increased from
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12 percent when they were asked the same question while living in Boulevard Homes
to 50 percent in the interim survey, an increase of 316 percent. While approximately 90
percent of both HCV participants and Section 9 residents felt “very safe” or “somewhat
safe,” in their new neighborhoods, HCV participants were over three times more likely
to report feeling “very safe” than their Section 9 counterparts (see Table IV I).
Table IV H: Important Factors When Choosing Current Homes
Very
important
# ( %)

Somewhat
important
# ( %)

Not
important
# ( %)

Feeling safe

125 (91)

11 (8)

1 (1)

Good neighbors

114 (81)

21 (15)

5 (4)

Access to public transportation

108 (78)

22 (16)

9 (6)

Affordable rent

98 (90)

11 (10)

0 (0)

Appearance

95 (71)

32 (24)

6 (5)

Access to shopping

95 (69)

29 (21)

13 (10)

Good public schools

87 (68)

19 (15)

22 (17)

Familiarity with area

84 (61)

37 (27)

17 (12)

Access to jobs

78 (61)

23 (18)

26 (21)

Close to place of worship

65 (47)

48 (35)

24 (18)

Close to family and friends

50 (38)

41 (31)

41 (31)

Access to child care or after school care
Close to former Boulevard Homes
neighborhood

47 (36)

29 (22)

55 (42)

24 (18)

25 (18)

87 (64)

Source: Interim residential survey to former Boulevard Homes residents
In both the baseline and interim surveys, residents were asked whether various
aspects of their physical safety were a “big problem,” “some problem,” or “not a
problem.” In every case, the number of residents who rated these aspects as a “big
problem” or “some problem” dropped after relocating. On average, residents reported
a 59 percent decrease in complaints about neighborhood crime. Amongst those who
moved to Section 9 developments, people selling drugs and groups of people just
hanging out were the most frequently mentioned “big problems,” while HCV
participants reported that gangs, people selling drugs, shooting or violence, and
groups of people just hanging out were nearly equally “big problems” (see Table IV J).
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Table IV I: Perceptions of Safety: Comparison Between Boulevard Homes and Current
Neighborhood
Very
safe
# ( %)

Somewhat
safe
# ( %)

Somewhat
unsafe
# ( %)

Very
unsafe
# ( %)

Baseline

15 (13)

48 (40)

40 (34)

16 (13)

Interim
HCV relocated households
(interim)
Section 9 relocated
households (interim)

63 (50)

49 (39)

10 (8)

4 (3)

58 (60)

28 (29)

8 (8)

3 (3)

5 (17)

21 (72)

2 (7)

1 (4)

Source: Baseline and interim residential surveys to former Boulevard Homes residents
Table IV J: Specific Safety Concerns Within the Current Neighborhood
Reporting "big problem"

HCV relocated
households
# ( %)

Section 9
relocated
households
# ( %)

8 (8)

2 (6)

People being attacked or robbed

12 (11)

2 (7)

People selling drugs

15 (14)

8 (26)

Gangs

16 (15)

2 (6)

Rape or sexual assault

10 (9)

1 (3)

Shootings or violence

16 (15)

4 (13)

Groups of people just hanging out

18 (17)

8 (25)

Police not coming when called

Source: Interim residential survey to former Boulevard Homes residents
Both HCV and Section 9 residents maintain frequent contact with CHA staff, and
both groups are required to abide by a set of rules enforced by the housing authority.
In the interim survey, residents were asked if they felt "very satisfied," "somewhat
satisfied," "somewhat dissatisfied," or "very dissatisfied" with four aspects of
interaction with CHA staff and rules. While HCV participants were slightly more
satisfied with the housing authority on a variety of measures, both groups indicated
high levels of satisfaction with the CHA expectations and staff support (Table IV K).
For instance, 92 percent of HCV residents responded that they were either "very
satisfied" or "somewhat satisfied" with their interactions with the housing authority’s
staff, compared to 88 percent of Section 9 residents. Both groups (HCV and Section 9)
were least impressed with the availability of services to increase their income, though
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85 percent and 71 percent, respectively, reported being either very satisfied or
somewhat satisfied with those services.
Table IV K: Current Resident Satisfaction with CHA Rules and Staff Interactions
Residents reporting
being very satisfied
or somewhat
satisfied
HCV relocated
households
Section 9 relocated
households

CHA rules for
residents

CHA
enforcement
of rules

Interaction
with CHA staff

# ( %)

# ( %)

# ( %)

Availability
of services to
increase
income
# ( %)

103 (93)

96 (87)

101 (92)

89 (85)

29 (91)

25 (81)

28 (88)

22 (71)

Source: Interim residential survey to former Boulevard Homes residents

Changes in Economic, Social, and Emotional Well-being
Relocation resulted in significant change for the former Boulevard Homes
families. Not only did each family need to select a new neighborhood and home, but
each also experienced changes in their economic and social environments. For many,
the biggest change was the move from living in a CHA apartment to living in privatelyowned rental properties. The relocation staff recognized that some families may have
difficulty adjusting to the changes, which was why they were offered mentors through
City Dive.
To qualify for an HCV, residents had to demonstrate that they were financially
able to manage the requirements of setting up and maintaining utilities (including
water and electricity), all of which are included in the Section 9 rent to the CHA, but
not in rent to the private landlords in the HCV program. All of these changes created
new opportunities for families but also the potential for additional stress.

Economic Security
Although HCV participants reported higher levels of satisfaction with both their
new homes and neighborhood than their Section 9 counterparts, the survey results
indicate that they were experiencing more financial stress.
Thirty-four percent of HCV participants indicated that they had received a shut
off notice for water, gas, or electricity and ten percent indicated that one or more of
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those services had, in fact, been shut off. Additionally, 32 percent of HCV participants
lost phone service for more than 24 hours due to nonpayment, in comparison to just
ten percent of those living in CHA housing (see Table IV L).
Table IV L: Residents' Challenges with Utility and Rent Payments: Comparison Between
Boulevard Homes and Current Homes
Telephone
disconnected
due to
nonpayment

Notice that
water, gas, or
electric may be
turned off due
to nonpayment
# ( %)

Evicted for
nonpayment
of rent

# ( %)

Water, gas,
or electric
turned off
due to
nonpayment
# ( %)

# ( %)

Threatened
with
eviction for
nonpayment
of rent
# ( %)

Baseline

33 (31)

2 (2)

4 (4)

3 (3)

20 (19)

Interim

33 (27)

9 (7)

31 (25)

2 (2)

9 (7)

30 (32)

9 (10)

31 (34)

2 (2)

6 (7)

3 (10)

N/A

N/A

0

3 (10)

HCV relocated
households
(interim)
Section 9
relocated
households
(interim)

Source: Baseline and interim residential surveys to former Boulevard Homes residents
Respondents were also asked whether they were evicted for nonpayment of rent
or received a warning that they were in danger of being evicted. These numbers
dropped from the baseline to the interim survey. Four people (four percent) stated
they had either been evicted in the first survey, and only two people (two percent)
answered similarly in the interim survey. Likewise, 19 percent of respondents stated
they were “threatened with eviction for nonpayment of rent” in the first survey and
only seven percent reported this in the interim survey. Since those who were actually
evicted did not show up in the follow-up interview, this result is not due to sample
attrition. Section 9 residents were slightly more likely (ten percent) to be threatened
with eviction compared to those living in HCV housing (seven percent).
Residents were asked two questions related to food security: “how often did you
worry your food would run out” and “how often did your food run out before you got
money to buy more,” with choices of "often," "sometimes," and "never" as answers.
There was an increase in food insecurity from the time residents were asked in the
baseline survey to the time period for the interim survey. Before the move, 69 percent
of respondents stated they “often” or “sometimes” worried food would run out; after
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the move, when many residents had relocated with the assistance of an HCV, 72
percent stated they “often” or “sometimes” worried that their food would run out.
Likewise, before the move, 56 percent stated that they “sometimes” or “often” ran out
of food, while after the move, 61 percent stated that they “sometimes” or “often” ran
out of food. HCV participants were more likely to report food insecurity than those
living in Section 9 apartments (77 percent vs. 62 percent; see Table IV M).
Table IV M: Reported Food Insecurity
Worried Food Would Run Out

Food Did Run Out

Often

Sometimes

Often

Sometimes

# ( %)

# ( %)

# ( %)

# ( %)

Baseline

21 (19)

53 (49)

12 (11)

48 (45)

Interim
HCV relocated households
(interim)
Section 9 relocated households
(interim)

29 (24)

58 (48)

23 (19)

50 (42)

26 (25)

55 (52)

22 (21)

44 (42)

9 (28)

11 (34)

5 (16)

14 (44)

Source: Interim residential survey to former Boulevard Homes residents

What do residents see as the main obstacles to finding work?
More survey respondents reported that they were seeking work at the time of
the second survey than at the time of the baseline survey (43 percent vs. 36 percent).
Those who stated that they were seeking work were given a list of factors and asked to
check "yes" or "no" to the question of whether each made finding work difficult.
The results, reported in Table IV N, show that the perceived importance of two
factors changed substantially between the two surveys. More respondents cited lack of
transportation in the second survey when compared to the baseline (43 percent vs. 38
percent), while fewer respondents noted a “lack of jobs in the neighborhood” in the
second survey when compared to the baseline (32 percent vs. 54 percent). When
considering only those adults who are required by CHA rules to work (those not
elderly or disabled), a lack of transportation, insufficient education, perceived
discrimination by employers, and having a criminal record were all given equal weight
as the greatest impediments to finding work. As noted earlier, many of those seeking
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work moved with the assistance of an HCV to neighborhoods with less available public
transportation.
Table IV N: Reasons Cited for Difficulty Finding Work
Baseline: All
respondents

Interim: All
respondents

# ( %)

# ( %)

Interim: Non-elderly &
non-disabled
respondents
# ( %)

Lack of transportation

16 (38)

26 (43)

21 (46)

Insufficient education

20 (47)

23 (39)

21 (46)

Having a criminal record

20 (47)

23 (39)

21 (46)

Discrimination by employers

16 (38)

26 (43)

21 (46)

Insufficient work experience

17 (40)

19 (32)

14 (31)

Lack of jobs in the neighborhood

22 (54)

19 (32)

13 (28)

Lack of child care

13 (33)

12 (21)

12 (28)

Source: Baseline and interim residential surveys to former Boulevard Homes residents
Emotional Well-being and Children’s School Performance
Both the baseline and interim surveys asked residents a series of questions
related to mental health. The questions were drawn directly from the Center for
Epidemiological Studies Depression Scale (CES-D), and asked how often a set of
symptoms was experienced during the past week. The scale provides eight statements
describing common symptoms of depression, including “I felt depressed,” “I felt
fearful,” and “I could not get going,” as well as two questions related to happiness: “I
felt hopeful about the future” and “I was happy.” These responses were used to
calculate individual levels of depression. The results indicate that symptoms of
depression decreased by six percent between the baseline and interim surveys. Fortytwo heads of house showed signs of depression at the time of the baseline survey,
compared to 36 at the time of the interim survey. xxiv
Both surveys asked respondents whether there were school-aged children living
in their home and, if so, how the oldest child was doing in school and in the
community. Sixty percent of survey respondents indicated that they had school-aged
children in both the initial and follow-up surveys.
When asked how their oldest child was doing in school, 55 percent of parents
stated that their oldest child was doing “excellent” on both the baseline and interim
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surveys (see Table IV O). However, there was a slight decrease in the percentage of
parents who reported that their oldest child was doing "good" in school. The same
percentage (four percent) of parents on both the baseline and interim surveys stated
their oldest child was either doing poorly or very poorly in school.
Table IV O: How Well Oldest Child is Doing in School
Excellent
# ( %)

Good
# ( %)

Fair
# ( %)

Poor
# ( %)

Very poor
# ( %)

Baseline

38 (55)

21 (31)

7 (10)

2 (3)

1 (1)

Interim

38 (55)

18 (26)

10 (15)

3 (4)

0

Source: Baseline and interim residential surveys to former Boulevard Homes residents
On the interim survey, residents were also asked whether their oldest child had
to change schools due to the move. Sixty-two percent of respondents with school-aged
children indicated that their oldest child changed schools. Forty-one percent of these
respondents then answered that the new school their child attended was either “much
better” or “somewhat better” than the old school. Only two respondents indicated that
their child attended a school that was either “somewhat worse” or “much worse” than
the school their child attended when they lived at Boulevard Homes.
Fifty-eight percent of parents noted that their child was adjusting “very well” to
the new school, 39 percent stated that their child was doing “just OK,” and only two
parents worried that their child was not adjusting well (see Table IV P). Similarly, 71
percent of parents indicated that their children were adjusting “very well” to their new
living situation and 26 percent indicated they were doing “just OK.” Again, only two
parents stated that they were concerned about their children’s adjustment.
Table IV P: Child’s Adjustment to New Environments
Very well
# ( %)

Just OK
# ( %)

Not very well
# ( %)

Adjustment to New School

22 (58)

15 (39)

1 (3)

Adjustment to New Living Situation

41 (71)

15 (26)

2 (3)

Source: Interim residential survey to former Boulevard Homes residents
However, the survey results also indicate very small increases in the number of
parents who reported that a child living in their household dropped out of school,
became pregnant, or was arrested (Table IV Q).
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Table IV Q: Challenges for Children Living in Household
Child dropped out of
school
# ( %)

Child became
pregnant
# ( %)

Child was arrested
# ( %)

Baseline

1 (2)

2 (4)

3 (6)

Interim

4 (7)

4 (7)

5 (8)

Source: Baseline and interim residential surveys to former Boulevard Homes residents

The interim survey also asked respondents about their level of social capital.
Social capital is generally defined as having social networks that provide support and
assistance. The survey asked residents if, when they lived in Boulevard Homes, they
knew any residents who:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Owned a car that they could borrow
Would babysit their children
Were good at using a computer
Were active in a community organization
Gave good advice about job opportunities
Would bring them food or medicine if they were sick
They could discuss personal matters with
Would lend them $100

Respondents were then asked to answer the same questions about their new
neighborhoods. The results indicate that there was a one percent increase in
respondents’ social capital scores, which is not a significant difference. This may be a
result of Boulevard Homes residents maintaining existing social networks and
connections as well as moving to neighborhoods where families and friends reside,
thereby increasing their social capital. More long-term analysis of the changes in social
capital will be important in order to understand how relocation and mobility affect
social support and assistance.
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V. Community and Supportive Services
A major goal of the HOPE VI program is to promote family self-sufficiency
among the families relocated from Boulevard Homes. Families are considered selfsufficient when they no longer require housing assistance. While this is a long-term
goal, an initial goal is for all eligible families to meet the program and property
requirements to move back to the renovated HOPE VI development. Towards these
ends, the CHA recruited a nonprofit agency, Youth Homes, Inc.—now part of the
Children’s Home Society (CHS)—to work with the families.
The case management offered by CHS has several key objectives. First, case
managers prepare families to meet the program and property requirements for moving
back to the renovated HOPE VI development. This is done through one-on-one
meetings with clients, offering workshops, and making referrals to community and
support services. The criteria for moving back to the renovated HOPE VI development
include: having a six-month work history; working at least 30 hours per week (or 20 if
in school); having a high school degree or GED (or being able to complete one or the
other within a year’s time); having clean credit and criminal histories; and being able to
pay the rent.
Second, as a Moving to Work demonstration site, all families receiving housing
subsidies through the CHA must be transitioning to work, unless they are elderly or
disabled. Currently, the expectation is that each non-elderly, non-disabled head of the
household that has access to case management work at least 15 hours per week, and
that any other non-elderly, non-disabled adult in the household work at least five
hours per week after the first year of enrollment into the program.

Data Collection and Methods
In order to assess the Community and Supportive Services component of the
Boulevard Homes HOPE VI project, our staff used a variety of data sources, including
“End of Month” reports from February 2010 through September 2012, which contain
data collected by CHS case managers, an interim survey sent to all former Boulevard
Homes residents still with the CHA, and two sets of interviews with both CHA staff and
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contracted service providers. Those interviews were conducted in May 2011 and March
2012 (see Appendix A for a detailed description of research methods).

Staff Background, Experience, and Training
During our first interviews in May 2011, we spoke with the following staff
members at CHS: 12 Case Managers; three Case Manager Supervisors; one Program
Development Coordinator; and one Division Director.
Overall, the staff members at CHS are well-educated and have substantial
experience in case management and counseling. Many of the case managers have
Master’s degrees in social work or related fields, such as organizational leadership or
psychology. The majority of case managers had some experience with counseling or
case management but with different client populations, such as juvenile delinquents or
abused children. Some case managers reported having experience working with lowincome households. However, none of the case managers we interviewed reported that
they had experience specializing in public housing residents, working on tackling
problems associated with inter-generational poverty, or assisting families to achieve
economic self-sufficiency. The case managers also had limited experience with in-home
client visits.
The caseload per caseworker was 18–22 households depending on client
interest in working with a case manager. The total number of individuals (as opposed
to households) in each caseload varied significantly depending on family type (e.g.,
seniors as opposed to families). For example, one case manager reported a caseload of
60–70 individuals, since most of her households were single mothers with children,
while another case manager, serving primarily single seniors, had substantially fewer
individuals in her caseload. Each of the three supervisors worked with three to four
case managers. They provided their staff members with training and advice on working
with clients.
According to our interviews and CHS administrative data, the first wave of
supervisors and case managers hired started their positions in January 2010. In
hindsight, this was not ideal, as the supervisors did not have time to develop a training
manual or plan before case managers began meeting with clients in February 2010.
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Moreover, the Division Director at CHS was hired in October 2010, after the
supervisors and case managers, and therefore was not involved in the hiring decisions.
As a result of this hiring sequence at CHS, supervisors and the Division Director
experienced some challenges setting clear standards and expectations for the case
management staff.
The case managers reported receiving computer and CPR training, and a course
called “Class Matters,” which was designed help the staff understand how norms and
behaviors among individuals with different socioeconomic backgrounds may vary.
They also reported that there was not much training on working with families living in
persistent poverty prior to going into the field. In fact, supervisors reported that the
training consisted of supervisors working the first few months in the field with their
case managers, learning together as they went.

Contact with Clients
Case management conducted by CHS began in February 2010. The early months
were devoted to making contact with customers and conducting introductory needs
assessments. By October 2010, when case management was fully operational, 209 of
the then 252 former Boulevard Homes households were active in case management. By
February 2011, the number of active households jumped to 241, but this was primarily
due to a reporting change related to Moving to Work criteria. Households had to sign a
waiver to formally decline case management in order to be continuously classified as
inactive, therefore, all households that had not signed this waiver previously were
reclassified into the active category until they did so. By June 2011, the number of
active households returned to levels similar to the beginning of the case management
(207, out of a possible 246 Boulevard Homes households remaining with the CHA), and
by September 2012, 200 of a possible 225 households were active in case management.
The total number of households active in CHS case management has decreased
over time. This trend largely reflects the departure of households from CHA housing.
However, in September 2011, eleven households who had been relocated to the Cedar
Knoll, Leafcrest, and Tarlton Oaks public housing sites transferred to a different
counseling agency, Genesis Project 1, which continues to provide services to ten of the
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eleven households. While the number of families active in case management has
declined, participation rates among families remaining in CHA housing has increased;
83 percent of former Boulevard Homes households were active in case management in
October 2010, while 89 percent were active in September 2012.
During the October 2010 to September 2012 period, the makeup of households
active in case management changed. The number of non-senior, non-disabled adult
households declined, while the number of active senior and disabled households
increased. As shown in Figure V A, in October 2010, 49 of 209 active households were
senior or disabled, whereas in September 2012, 84 of 200 active households were
either senior or disabled. Senior and disabled households made up 42 percent of active
households in September 2012, up from just 23 percent in October 2010. While we do
not have the data to know the reason for this increase, it might be a result of family
members aging and more individuals being classified as disabled.
Figure V A: Active Households by Household Type
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Source: “End of Month” reports, February 2010-September 2012
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Case mangers evaluated each household’s needs and classified them into four
tiers. Tier 1 included non-elderly, non-disabled households with the greatest needs,
Tier 2 included non-elderly, non-disabled households with a moderate level of need,
and Tier 3 included non-elderly, non-disabled households with the least need for
services. Tier 4 included elderly and disabled households. The amount of contact
deemed necessary for households in each tier, both in the home and on the phone, has
been based on these tiers (Table V A).
Table V A: Level of Need and Contact by Case Managers
Tier
Tier 4
Tier 3
Tier 2
Tier 1

Typical Family Type
Elderly or disabled, usually stable
Somewhat stable families with individuals
who have jobs or are enrolled in school or
training program
Larger families that are somewhat unstable
Families with existing problems that require
more intense services

Amount of Contact
Once a month or as needed
Twice a month
Once a week
Once a week and one phone
conversation a week

Source: Children’s Home Society staff interviews, May 5–6, 2011
Case managers reported that the typical amount of time spent with each active
family was roughly one hour per visit. If families were doing well, then the visits could
have been as short as 30 minutes, but most case managers reported spending one to
one and one half hours per in-home visit.
As shown in Figure V B, the number of case manager visits each month has
fluctuated. In February 2010, case managers made 467 visits and in October 2010, case
mangers made 378 visits. March and April 2010 had the highest numbers of visits—
515 in each month—and May 2012 had the lowest number of visits with 177. The most
noticeable drop in visits occurred between December 2011 and February 2012. After
February 2012, there was a steady decline in visits each month until June 2012, when
the number of visits began increasing again. We are uncertain as to the reason for the
precipitous drop in visits during those months. More visits were made to active nonelderly, non-disabled (Tier 1–3, non-Tier 4, or adult) households (7,761) than to active
senior or disabled (Tier 4) households (2,813).
The number of visits to active adult households averaged 1.66 visits per month
over the study period (February 2010 through September 2012), compared to 1.25 per
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month for active senior or disabled households (see Figure V C). While the average
number of visits per month to active senior and disabled households fits the
prescribed amount of contact for Tier 4, the average visits per month for other active
household types, 1.66 visits, is well below the prescribed amount of contact for Tier 1,
2, and 3 households.

600

300

500

250

400

200

300

150

200

100

100

50

0

Number of Households

Number of Visits

Figure V B: Total Case Management Visits by Household Type
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Source: “End of Month” reports, February 2010-September 2012, and Charlotte
Housing Authority records
Overall, both the volume of phone conversations (when case managers had a
conversation with family members and not merely an attempted call) with active
households and the rate of phone conversations with active households have declined
over the study period. The number of phone conversations was very high in the early
months when case managers were assessing client needs. In October 2010, the first
month that case management data became available, case managers had 583 phone
conversations with active households, but by September 2012, only 382 phone
conversations were had with active households (see Figure V D).
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Figure V C: Average Case Management Visits per Household by Household Type
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Source: “End of Month” reports, February 2010-September 2012

The number of phone conversations dropped sharply starting in December 2011
and continued to drop through May 2012, with conversations steadily increasing
beginning in June 2012. These trends resemble the trends in visits made by case
managers. As with visits, the available data do not explain the reason for the decrease
in phone conversations, since the number of active households remained fairly
consistent during this period. However, it appears that the decrease in phone
conversations is a result of a large decrease in the number of conversations with adult
households, as opposed to senior and disabled households. For example, phone
conversations with active senior and disabled households declined from 122
conversations in April 2012 to 110 in May 2012, while conversations to active adult
households fell by over half, from 231 in April 2012 to 110 in May 2012.
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Figure V D: Total Case Management Phone Conversations by Household Type
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Source: “End of Month” reports, February 2010-September 2012, and Charlotte
Housing Authority records
On average, case managers had between 1.07 and 2.9 phone conversations with
each active household per month. As seen in Figure V E, a greater number of phone
conversations was typically with active adult households, while there were a few
months in which the average active senior or disabled household had more phone
conversations than the average active adult household (July 2010, January 2011, and
May 2012).
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Figure V E: Average Case Management Phone Conversations per Household by
Household Type
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Barriers and Progress Towards Self-Sufficiency
In the first set of case manager and supervisor interviews (in May 2011), we
asked about the biggest challenges that families face in achieving self-sufficiency. The
most common responses were the “mindsets” that inhibit movement towards selfsufficiency and a lack of transportation, education, and child care.
Because the majority of Boulevard Homes residents do not own cars, mobility
was identified as one of the biggest challenges to self-sufficiency. One case manager
estimated that less than ten percent of residents owned a car. This dependency on
public transportation was said to greatly inhibit job-seeking activities and the
maintenance of stable employment. The cost of riding the bus was also frequently
mentioned as an obstacle. A monthly bus pass costs $60–70, which is a large portion
of a resident’s budget. CHS case managers often provided their clients transportation
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assistance by offering bus passes using in-house funds when they ran out of bus
passes provided by CHA. However, they reported running out of passes frequently due
to high demand. Passes were usually given for travel to job interviews, appointments,
or classes. Case managers suggested that increased funding for bus passes would
reduce the travel barriers for clients.
Another frequently mentioned barrier was a lack of education. Many former
Boulevard Homes residents do not have high school or GED degrees and have poor
literacy skills, limiting their ability to search for and obtain jobs. Case managers
reported that placement testing for GED courses revealed very low education levels
among their clients, thereby extending the time needed to complete GED education and
move toward self-sufficiency.
The high cost of child care was also mentioned as a major obstacle to finding a
job and maintaining steady employment. During our first set of interviews in May
2011, case managers reported that resources from the HOPE VI project included
limited funds for subsidizing child care. CHS has worked with the CHA to increase the
rate of child care subsidies from $300 per month per child to $500 per month per
child.
The “mindset” of clients was identified by most caseworkers as a major barrier
to self-sufficiency. Inter-generational poverty was seen as contributing to a lack of
motivation, lack of confidence, and complacency on the part of residents to return to
school, enroll in job training, or search for a job. Some clients had been residents of
Boulevard Homes for many years and had grown up assuming that they would live
there for many years. Case managers also reported that some of their clients who were
seeking employment, a degree, or relocation farther away from Boulevard Homes were
discouraged by their family members and peers. Although case managers reported
some progress in changing mindsets, most said it was a slow process, and that
significant changes were difficult to measure. Case managers also felt that the metrics
and indicators used for tracking progress did not capture positive developments in
residents’ self-esteem, confidence, or motivation.
In terms of the case managers’ role in assisting families to achieve selfsufficiency, case managers believed that gaining the trust of the families was one of
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the first and biggest challenges. Some case managers also reported that they did not
receive adequate training by CHS supervisors to conduct in-home visits and to
understand the need for relationship building with this particular population. As a
result, a significant amount of time was spent gaining trust before assisting clients to
work towards self-sufficiency. To gain trust and develop relationships, case managers
spent a lot of time visiting and talking with their clients.
In general, Boulevard Homes heads of household reported positive experiences
working with case managers. Our survey results indicate that 84 percent of heads of
household agree or strongly agree that they are satisfied with the services that the case
managers provide. Also, 84 percent of heads of household agree or strongly agree that
case managers understand their needs and help them to find appropriate services.
When asked about whether case managers assisted heads of household to understand
the HOPE VI criteria, follow through on their commitments, and have a strong
supportive relationship with their clients, the overwhelming majority of respondents
agreed or strongly agreed (See Table V B).
Table V B: Relationships with and Opinions of Case Managers

I am satisfied with the services provided
by my case manager
My case manager understands my needs
and helps me find the services I need
My case manager helped me to better
understand the requirements of the
HOPE VI program
I meet with my case manager regularly
and she/he follows through on
commitments
I have a strong and supportive
relationship with my case manager

Strongly
agree
# (%)

Agree
# (%)

Disagree
# (%)

Strongly
disagree
# (%)

48 (51)

31 (33)

6 (6)

9 (10)

46 (51)

30 33)

11 (12)

4 (4)

41 (46)

31 (35)

13 (15)

4 (4)

39 (49)

32 (40)

9 (11)

0 (0)

40 (44)

31 (34)

11 (12)

8 (9)

Source: Interim residential survey to former Boulevard Homes residents

Services Accessed
Case managers play a key role in helping clients achieve self-sufficiency by
directing them towards appropriate services, programs, courses, training programs,
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and other forms of assistance. The Boulevard Homes population, active in case
management, had access to a wide range of these from October 2010 through
September 2012.
As seen in Table V C, at 805 instances, transportation (typically a bus pass) was
the most frequently accessed service. Given how frequently clients cite transportation
as a necessity for employment (see Table IV N, where 46 percent of non-elderly, nondisabled survey respondents cited a lack of transportation as an impediment to finding
work) and low vehicular ownership among the population, transportation assistance is
a key service provided to clients receiving case management.
Table V C: Self-Sufficiency Services and Assistance
Service, Enrollment, or Referral

Count

Transportation Enrollments (available Oct. 2010–Sept. 2012)*
Workshops Attended (available Oct. 2010–Sept. 2012)*
Mental Health Counseling (referral or enrollment; available Oct. 2010–Sept. 2012)*
Group Activities Attended (Tier 4 households only; available April 2012–Sept. 2012)*
Basic Needs Assistance (Tier 4 households only; available April 2012–Sept. 2012)*
Medical Services (Tier 4 households only; available April 2012–Sept. 2012)*
Substance Abuse Counseling (referral or enrollment; available Oct. 2010–Sept. 2012)*
New Child care Enrollments (available Oct. 2010–March 2012)**

805
595
170
141
85
50
19
18

Source: “End of Month” reports, October 2010-September 2012
*Monthly service, enrollment, or referral
**One-time service, enrollment, or referral

Attending workshops was the second most commonly utilized type of service.
Case management clients attended 595 workshops during the 24-month period of full
case management. Workshop topics vary, and are developed based on the needs of the
specific population. For example, at a public housing development where many Tier 1
families reside, homeownership workshops may not be suitable, but workshops on
budgeting, education, or housekeeping are more appropriate.
Case managers also made 170 referrals for active clients to mental health
counseling. Since these referrals are made monthly, they can be for unique individuals
or for the same client on a monthly basis. Unfortunately, due to the HIPAA Privacy
Rule, we do not know how many of the referrals led to enrollments in counseling.
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Senior and disabled clients attended 141 group activities from April 2012
through September 2012, when the activities were available and tracked. Active senior
and disabled clients were also referred to or received 85 basic needs assessments, and
were referred to or received medical services 50 times between April 2012 and
September 2012. Again, due to HIPAA, we were unable to know whether residents
actually accessed these services.
Case managers made 19 referrals to substance abuse counseling. As with other
referrals, due to HIPAA, we do not know how many led to initiation of treatment.
Eighteen new child care assistance packages were accessed by families over the
18–month period for which this data is recorded (October 2010-March 2012). The case
management “End of Month” report data does not allow us to see how long these
households continued to utilize this assistance.
For those services where completion data were available, occupational skills
training had the highest completion rate (see Table V D). Out of eight active
households enrolled, the data indicate that five (or 63 percent) completed the program.
There were a sizable number of households, 95, enrolled in “With Every Heartbeat Is
Life,” an educational program intended to decrease heart disease, but the reported
completion rate was only 15 percent. The reported completion rate among the active
case management population for GED or high school diploma courses was also only
ten percent. Reported enrollment levels in the homeownership course and in the
entrepreneurial course were also very low and no completions were recorded.
Table V D: Courses by Enrollment and Completion Rates, October 2010 to September
2012
Enrollment

Completion

Completion Rate (%)

"With Every Heartbeat Is Life" Course

95

14

15

GED or High School Diploma Courses

21

2

10

Occupational Skills Training

8

5

63

New Homeownership Course

2

0

0

Entrepreneurship Course

1

0

0

Source: “End of Month” reports, October 2010-September 2012
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Service Gap
Non-elderly, non-disabled residents are required to work toward self-sufficiency.
The interim survey asked residents to indicate whether they were receiving a variety of
support services, and also whether they needed the services but were not receiving
them. To determine whether these Boulevard Homes households received the services
they needed to meet this requirement, we calculated a “service gap” to represent the
ratio of services received to those needed.
We found that the largest service gap is with job skills training. For every
individual who reported receiving job skills training, there were 3.3 individuals who
reported that they needed job skills training but are not receiving it (see Table V E).
There is also a big service gap in drug and alcohol treatment and child care services.
While the service gap was lower for transportation assistance, educational assistance,
and medical assistance, there were still more individuals who reported needing but not
receiving services than those who reported that they had received these services.
Table V E: Non-Elderly, Non-Disabled Residents' Use of and Needs for Services
Receiving

Need but not
receiving

Service gap*

Job skills training

7

30

3.3

Drug and alcohol treatment

4

14

2.5

Child care

9

31

2.4

Life skills training

8

22

1.8

Transportation assistance

16

33

1.1

Educational assistance

15

24

0.6

Medical assistance

15

19

0.3

Source: Interim residential survey to former Boulevard Homes residents
*For every household who reported receiving a service, the service gap represents the
number of households who responded that they needed but were not receiving the
service

Employment Outcomes
Strides have been made in both the number and percent of active Tier 1–3
(adult) clients employed. While some Tier 4 (elderly and disabled) clients are employed,
they are not included in this portion of the report; they are not subject to a work
requirement, and case management does not include employment as part of the goal
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of self-sufficiency. Therefore, all tables, figures, and results in this section include only
active Tier 1–3 heads of household.
Over the course of our study period (October 2010–September 2012), 184
different adult (e.g., non-elderly and non-disabled) heads of household were active in
case management, 93 (51 percent) of whom held employment for at least one month.
The number of active households employed ranged from a low of 38 in March 2011 to
a high of 58 in November 2010 (see Figure V F). Employment in September 2012 was
near the high point, with 55 active case management clients employed; 47 percent of
all Tier 1–3 clients were active under case management that month. Fluctuations in the
employment numbers reflect not only an individual's employment status (e.g.,
movement in and out of work), but also an individual's status as active or inactive in
case management, since individuals can move in and out of active case management on
a month-by-month basis.
There was significant episodic employment over the 24-month study period.
Episodic employment occurs when an individual cycles in and out of work, and is
distinct from continuous employment, which occurs when an individual remains
employed consistently from month to month. As with the number of active heads of
household working, the consistency of employment has improved over the study
period.
The columns of Table V F represent the six three-month periods that comprise
the 24 months of full case management (October 2010-September 2012). The first
three rows include data for every Tier 1–3 (adult) head of household active for at least
one of the three months of each time period; the second three rows include data for
every Tier 1–3 household active for the entire three-month time period.
Between October and December 2010 (the first three months of full case
management), only 38 percent (61 of 161) of residents who were active in case
management for a minimum of one month worked during that three-month time
period. Of the 157 who were active in case management for all three months, only 28
percent (44) worked the entire time. However, by July through September 2012, 49
percent of residents who were in case management for even one month, worked for at
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least one month (57of 118), and 47 percent of those who were in case management for
all three months worked the entire time (54 of 115).
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Number of Tier 1-3 Clients

Figure V F: Number and Percent of Working and Non-Working Tier 1-3 Clients

0%

Month
Number of Tier 1-3 Clients Not Working
Number of Tier 1-3 Clients Working
Percent of Tier 1-3 Clients Working

Source: “End of Month” reports, February 2010-September 2012
The last line of Table V F shows the percentage of working heads of household
who worked for the entire three-month time period. Of active Tier 1–3 heads of
household employed at all during the July-September 2012 time period, a full 952
percent worked all three-months (54 of 57). This represents a significant improvement
from the fall of 2010, when just 72 percent of non-elderly, non-disabled adults
maintained employment through the three-month time period (41 of 61).
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Table V F: Tier 1–3 Employment Duration, October 2010-September 2012

Heads of household active
in case management,
all or portion of threemonth time period
Heads of household active
and employed, all or
portion of threemonth time period
Percent of active
households employed,
all or portion of threemonth time period
Heads of household active
in case management,
entire three-month
time period
Head of household active
and employed, entire
three-month time
period
Percent of active
households employed,
entire three-month
time period
Of active heads of time
households employed
all or portion of threemonth period, percent
employed entire threemonth time period

Oct Dec,
2010

JanMar,
2011

Apr –
Jun,
2011

July Sept,
2011

Oct Dec,
2011

Jan Mar,
2012

Apr Jun,
2012

JulSept,
2012

161

163

150

138

126

123

118

117

61

47

45

54

56

56

57

57

38%

29%

30%

39%

44%

46%

48%

49%

157

143

131

123

117

116

116

115

44

36

37

42

49

48

48

54

28%

25%

28%

34%

42%

41%

41%

47%

72%

77%

82%

78%

88%

86%

84%

95%

Source: “End of Month” reports, October 2010-September 2012
The majority of active, working Tier 1–3 heads of household worked between 15
and 29 hours, and all but six of the 98 were working 15 or more hours per week during
their periods of employment. This means that when working, almost every active Tier
1–3 head of household worked enough hours to meet the Moving Forward work
requirement (15 hours per week), but not enough to allow them to transition back to
the redeveloped Boulevard Homes site (30 hours per week). Overall, active, working
Tier 1–3 clients averaged 26.5 hours of work per month (see Table V G).
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Table V G: Average Weekly Hours Worked by Active Tier 1–3 Clients
Average Hours Worked per week

Number of individuals

1-14

6

15-29

43

30-39

38

40

6

Average Weekly Hours Worked

26.5

Source: “End of Month” reports, October 2010-September 2012
The average hours that active, Tier 1–3 heads of household work per week has
improved minimally over time. Among Tier 1–3 active households who were working,
and counting only the months when they worked, the average hours worked per week
varied very little, from 23 in January 2011 to 29 in February 2012 (see Figure V G). The
range in hours seems independent of the rising percentage of the active clients that are
working.
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0
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Source: “End of Month” reports, October 2010-September 2012
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Percent of Active Tier 1-3 Households Working
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Figure V G: Average Hours Worked by Percentage of Tier 1-3 Working Households

Overall, the employment data tells a positive story. Both the number and
percentage of active, working Tier 1–3 clients increased over the 24 months of full case
management (October 2010–September 2012). The consistency of employment
measured by the length of time they were employed also increased. All of this points
to progress towards self-sufficiency among the active Tier 1–3 population. However,
while the majority of those working meet the Moving Forward guideline of 15 hours
per week, most are not meeting the HOPE VI requirement of 30 hours per week.
Barriers to higher hours of work—such as a lack of transportation, education, child
care, and occupational skills—should continue to be investigated and addressed.

Organizational and Administrative Challenges
Our interviews revealed a variety of organizational and administrative
challenges that may have inhibited the ability of case managers to be more effective in
the first 24 months of case management. In January 2010, there were some changes in
the structure of management, such as the identification of a CHS staff person that
could serve as a point of contact to assist the Divisional Director with some interagency communications duties. Therefore, noticeable improvements have been made
during the study period. What we discuss below are the challenges that were expressed
frequently by CHS staff during our two interview sessions.

Roles, Responsibilities, Expectations, and Program Goals
CHS staff reported that early in the project, the roles, responsibilities,
expectations, and program goals as defined by CHA were not clearly communicated or
understood by them. Case managers also reported that there was a lack of
understanding of program goals among residents. Reporting requirements also
changed throughout the first year of case management. The implementation of the
Moving Forward guidelines in February 2011, according to the case managers,
complicated matters further by changing expectations and program goals. Once the
Moving Forward guidelines were in place, program goals and case management
expectations became clearer.
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Despite these uncertainties in the beginning about the HOPE VI program, the
case managers and supervisors were enthusiastic about the program, expressing
positive attitudes and a strong commitment to helping the families achieve selfsufficiency. When asked in 2011 about anticipated success rates for self-sufficiency,
the case managers reported very high expectations of their clients, with some even
reporting that 100 percent of the clients will be self-sufficient within five years. In
general, the initial sentiments among case managers and supervisors at CHS in 2011
reflected enthusiasm, optimism, and hope.

Communication and Collaboration Between CHS and CHA
At the beginning of the project, there were mixed responses to a question we
asked on the working relationship between CHS and CHA. Some CHS staff members
reported good working relationships with CHA staff members, stating that the CHA
staff have been helpful, professional, wonderful, and have returned calls in a timely
manner. The staff at CHS reported particularly good relationships with upper
management at CHA. Much of the reported dissatisfaction with communication and
collaboration was directed at the CHA relocation staff. Relocation counselors were said
to be difficult to contact and were slow to respond to questions.
This strained relationship between relocation counselors and CHS staff may
have stemmed from role confusion. CHS staff report that it was not clear whose role it
was to assist residents in searching for a home. Some CHS case managers reported that
due to the slow response time by the CHA relocation staff, some Boulevard Homes
households were concerned that their HCVs would expire. This sometimes led to
finding the first available rental, rather than finding the highest quality rental.
In summary, our interviews in May 2011 revealed some differences in the roles,
responsibilities, expectations and program goals between CHS and CHA staff. To
address these and other issues, CHA staff altered both the contract and the reporting
requirements for CHS. By the second round of interviews in March 2012, the staff at
both CHS and CHA reported that communication had markedly improved and that
roles, responsibilities, and expectations were more clearly defined.
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Changes in Case Management Oversight, Monitoring, and Methods
As mentioned above, the case management contract was revised between our
first and second round of interviews. Changes were made to CHS’s handling and
reporting of case contacts, and to the case monitoring and tracking system.
The initial system for monitoring and tracking used a system of ‘cohort tier
groups’ and a set of metrics that lacked clarity. In addition, CHS case managers were
not appropriately documenting client contacts or encouraging residents to take
initiative. Some CHA staff reported that CHS case managers would drop by clients’
houses without an appointment then report it as a no-show. Other CHA staff reported
that case managers were overly involved in helping clients – doing things for them
rather than encouraging the clients to take initiative or complete the task themselves,
skills required for long-term self-sufficiency. Both the CHA and CHS staff reported that
changes in the metrics and service plans led to improvements, both in performance
and in communication between the agency and the contractor.
In April 2012, the method for allocating funds changed to reflect a perhousehold fee rather than a lump sum. This was intended to better reflect the number
of households that CHS was actually serving, as CHS was receiving funding for inactive
households as well as active families, yet only providing services for the latter group.
Different ‘rates’ were established for seniors and disabled residents (Tier 4) versus
adult participants (Tiers 1–3), as casework involved different levels of contact for these
groups.
The combination of the budget cut as well as internal reorganization within CHS
led to reductions in the number of case managers and supervisors between March and
May 2012. CHS began with twelve case managers and four supervisors on the HOPE VI
project, and at the time of our interviews in March 2012 were down to six case
managers, one of whom was on medical leave, and two supervisors. Consequently, the
number of cases handled by each case manager was expected to increase. Some
households have had two or three different case workers due to these program shifts,
and the remaining case managers reported that re-establishing relationships with these
households has been difficult.
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Potential for Former Residents’ Return to Boulevard Homes
Both CHA relocation staff and CHS case managers believed that very few former
Boulevard Homes residents wanted to return to the new development. Those relocating
with HCVs were believed to be particularly unlikely to want to return since they were
enjoying the "freedom” and ”independence” offered by vouchers. Some seniors
expressed interest in moving back to the renovated HOPE VI development, but were
wary of having to move again. Most CHA and CHS staff mentioned that residents might
feel differently once they can see the new development.

City Dive and Thompson’s Child Care Participation To-Date
Initially, City Dive intended to provide two mentors for each family who
completed the courses they offered, which addressed topics including financial
empowerment, career development, and being a good neighbor. Those mentors were
expected to provide support and encouragement for families to achieve selfsufficiency. As discussed above, these courses were well received by the residents who
attended. By the time of our second round of CHA staff interviews, staff members
reported little contact with City Dive within the past year. A representative of City Dive
reported that they were still involved, but that they were having trouble getting
additional households through the classes required to have a mentor assigned to them.
This was said to be mostly due to challenges associated with transportation to where
the courses were being held. Moreover, a significant proportion of the assigned
mentors were said to have faced challenges in building relationships with clients
because they were already meeting with case managers and other counselors. Finally,
the idea of providing families with two mentors was seen, in hindsight, as not realistic.
According to the original proposal, Thompson Child and Family Focus was to
manage the on-site early childhood development services at a new on-site center, and
to train and hire residents to provide those services. At the time of our second set of
interviews, a Thompson representative was concerned that they had not recently heard
from the CHA about their role in the project.
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VI. Baseline Economic Conditions Surrounding the
Boulevard Homes Site
An important objective of our assessment of the Boulevard Homes HOPE VI
project is to determine its impacts on the surrounding area. We will be addressing
questions such as: How has business activity in the immediate vicinity of the
redevelopment site changed pre- and post-redevelopment? How have the surrounding
real estate values and tax revenues changed pre- and post-development? As mentioned
above, at the time of this report, Boulevard Homes has been razed and construction on
the new Retreat at Renaissance development has recently begun. Thus, it is too early to
expect much in the way of impact on the surrounding area. The data reported here
establishes a baseline against which data collected after the development is completed
can be compared.
The first step in this analysis is to define the boundaries of the area that one
might reasonably expect to be impacted by the redevelopment of the Boulevard Homes
site, and for which data on business, mortgage, and housing data are available. The
data on business activity reported below comes from the National Establishment TimeSeries (NETS) database, and the data on mortgage lending activity comes from the
Home Mortgage Disclosure Act database, both of which are reported for census block
groups. Some of the housing data presented below comes from the 2012 CharlotteMecklenburg Quality of Life Study, which reports on Neighborhood Profile Areas
(NPAs) that coincide with census block groups. Other housing data is only available
from the American Community Survey, which is only reported at the census tract level.
Figure VI A shows the location of Boulevard Homes and the two census tracts and
three block groups/NPAs surrounding the Boulevard Homes site.
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Figure VI A: Geographic Boundaries of Greater Boulevard Homes Neighborhood Area

Source: U.S. Census Bureau TIGER 2010 Files and 2012 Charlotte-Mecklenburg Quality
of Life Study
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Business Activity
Data on business activity in the Boulevard Homes area come from the National
Establishment Time-Series (NETS) Database. NETS is a product of Walls & Associates,
and is based on data from Dun & Bradstreet’s longitudinal database on all business
establishments in the U.S. from 1990 through 2010. Data items include the number,
type, and location of business establishments, as well as the number of employees and
estimated annual sales at each location.
For our purposes, we have extracted three business variables for each of the
three census block groups: the total number of businesses; the total estimated sales;
and the total number of employees. We present these data at three points in time—
2000, 2005, and 2010—in order to establish a pre-redevelopment trend line.
Comparable data will be acquired in preparation for our final report (due in 2015) and
used to see if this trend line has changed.
The data on the number of businesses, the sales, and the number of employees
is presented in Table VI A (more detailed tables presented by business classification
are included in Appendix B). The 003902-1 Block Group, which contains the Boulevard
Homes site, experienced steady increases in both the total number of businesses and
sales over the three time periods. There was a slight drop in employment between
2000 and 2005, but it increased again by 2010. The 003903-1 Block Group experienced
an increase in the total number of businesses between 2000 and 2005 and then a slight
drop from 2005 to 2010. Yet, the sales and the number of employees continued to
increase over the three time periods. Finally, the 003903-2 Block Group experienced an
increase in the total number of businesses but a decline in both sales and the number
of employees. It will be interesting to see how these trends change after the
Renaissance is developed and occupied.
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Table VI A: Businesses, Sales, and Employees in Boulevard Homes Neighborhood
Census
Block
Groups

Number of businesses

Sales
(in millions of dollars)

Number of employees

2000

2005

2010

2000

2005

2010

2000

2005

2010

003902-1

24

31

44

20

23

27

193

180

215

003903-1

93

142

134

199

368

415

1,533

2,781

3,225

003903-2

38

48

78

171

148

138

2,470

2,066

1,909

Source: National Establishment Time Series (NETS) Database

Mortgage Lending Activity
Data on home purchase loan activity in the two census tracts surrounding
Boulevard Homes and Mecklenburg County as a whole from 2006 to 2011 comes from
the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) database. xxv Given the downturn in real
estate sales and prices over the time period shown, it is important to compare activity
in the Boulevard Homes area to that for the entire county. Table VI B shows the total
number of home purchase loan applications per 1,000 households for single-family
and manufactured housing, the percentage of loan applications approved, the percent
denied, and the mean loan amount. Home purchase loans include federally insured and
conventional loans made for the purpose of purchasing a dwelling. A single-family unit
is defined as a one- to four-unit dwelling or manufactured home. Individual
condominium or cooperative units are also included in the definition of a single-family
unit.
As shown in Table VI B, there was a dramatic decline from 2006 to 2011 in the
number of loan applications per 1,000 households. Between 2006 and 2011, the
number of applications in the county dropped from 55,497 to 12,987, a 77 percent
decline. The number of applications in the two census blocks close to Boulevard
Homes declined from 136 to 6, a 96 percent decline. The data on the home purchase
loan applications approval and denial rates show no clear trend over the six-year
period. Finally, the mean loan amount for both the county and the census blocks
closest to Boulevard Homes show upward trends up until 2010, when the number of
approved loans is so small the average values are not reliable indicators.
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Table VI B: Home Purchase Loan for Single-Family and Manufactured Housing*
Year

Area

2006

Census Tract 39.01
Census Tract 39.02
Mecklenburg County
Census Tract 39.01
Census Tract 39.02
Mecklenburg County
Census Tract 39.01
Census Tract 39.02
Mecklenburg County
Census Tract 39.01
Census Tract 39.02
Mecklenburg County
Census Tract 39.01
Census Tract 39.02
Mecklenburg County
Census Tract 39.01
Census Tract 39.02
Mecklenburg County

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

Applications
per 1,000
households
25.9
82.8
203.0
17.3
64.3
156.6
5.4
37.0
82.2
8.6
8.9
54.7
3.2
7.4
49.6
2.2
3.0
47.5

Percent
approved**

Percent
denied**

50.0
53.6
77.3
56.3
66.7
76.5
60.0
66.0
74.5
37.5
58.3
73.8
33.3
60.0
74.4
75.0
73.3

29.2
27.7
12.3
37.5
25.3
13.2
40.0
22.0
13.5
37.5
33.3
13.6
13.0
50.0
12.9

Mean loan amount
(originated,
$1,000's)***
95.9
62.2
141.8
76.3
77.8
173.7
69.6
87.7
198.0
107.4
90.3
187.8
66.3
195.1
23.5
196.3

Source: Home Mortgage Disclosure Act data
*Excludes multi-family dwellings with more than four units and commercial properties.
**Percent approved and denied do not sum to 100 due to the temporal gap between
loan applications and decisions.
***Mean loan amounts will be equal to zero if the approved loan was not accepted.

Housing Activity and Values
Data on housing activity and values come from two sources. The first is the
American Community Survey, conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau. These data are at
the census tract level and represent five-year estimates covering the period 2006
though 2010. The second is the 2012 Charlotte-Mecklenburg Quality of Life Study,
which draws data from a variety of sources and has data for smaller geographic areas,
which they refer to as neighborhoods. These data are updated on a bi-annual basis for
464 Charlotte neighborhoods.
Table VI C contains data on the housing characteristics in the two census tracts
surrounding the Boulevard Homes site. As might be expected, this table shows that
these two tracts have considerably lower homeownership rates, median housing
values, rents, and real estate taxes than the county, while these tracks have higher
housing vacancy rates. In our final report, we will assess how these indicators have
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changed since the Boulevard Homes development was razed and replaced with the
Renaissance.
Table VI C: Housing Characteristics in Two Census Tracts Surrounding Boulevard
Homes 2010
Census Tract

Total number of housing units
Occupied housing units
Owner-occupied housing units
Renter-occupied housing units
Vacant housing units xxvi
Median value xxvii of owner occupied housing
units
Median gross rent xxviii
Median real estate taxes for owner occupied
housing units

Mecklenburg
County

39.02

39.03

1,921
1,650
(85.9%)
485
(29.4%)
1,165
(70.6%)
271
(14.1%)

933
888
(95.2%)
68
(7.7%)
820
(92.3%)
45
(4.8%)

386,160
350,392
(90.7%)
219,295
(62.6%)
131,096
(37.4%)
35,768
(9.3%)

$77,200

$92,100

$185,100

$689

$371

$829

$984

$1,150

$1,945

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey
Other data on the housing conditions surrounding the Boulevard Homes site
come from the 2012 Charlotte-Mecklenburg Quality of Life Study. These data are
drawn from a variety of sources, including the U.S. Census and Mecklenburg County
tax records, and in some instances, involve imputation from the census tract level to
the smaller block group. The dates that these data were collected also vary by item.
With these caveats in mind, Table VI D presents additional housing related baseline
indicators.
As shown in Table VI D, the three neighborhoods do not compare well to the
comparable county figures. The data also indicate that there is considerable variation
in the baseline indicators among the three neighborhoods. For example, NPA 306
(Block Group 3903-1) has an average tax value of single-family units of over $88,000
while NPA 321 (Block Group 3902-1) has a tax value slightly over $50,000. In our final
report, we will assess how these indicators have changed over time and how they
compare to the figures for the city as a whole.

Page
87

Table VI D: Housing Characteristics in Neighborhoods Surrounding Boulevard Homes
306

321

114

Mecklenburg
County
average

434

481

546

858

$88,528

$50,961

$80,342

$196,906

4.5

0.3

3

1

n/a

1.2

1.1

1

1

2

.

13

15.4

7.7

22.2

9

8.7

42.2

15.4

60

44

38

65.4

19

23

79

34

48

Neighborhood Profile Area (NPA)
Number of single- and multi-family
housing units (2011) xxix
Average tax value of single-family
dwellings, condominiums and
townhomes (2011) xxx
Percentage change in residential
property value (2003-2011) xxxi
Percentage of residential
foreclosures (July 2010 to June
2011) xxxii
Number of renovation permits for
residential buildings
(July 2010 to June 2011) xxxiii
Rate of vacancies for all residential
dwelling units (2010) xxxiv
Percentage of owner-occupied
housing units (2010) xxxv
Percentage of detached singlefamily rental dwellings (2011) xxxvi
Number of vacant parcels zoned for
single-family detached housing
(2011) xxxvii

Source: 2012 Charlotte-Mecklenburg Quality of Life Study
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VII. Conclusion
The decision to redevelop Boulevard Homes was made after considerable
consultation with local stakeholders, including the existing residents of the
development. Over a one-year period, the CHA relocated 252 households to either
other CHA developments or, with the assistance of Housing Choice Vouchers (HCVs),
to private housing. The redevelopment plan calls for 334 on-site replacement units and
an additional 625 off-site units.
Overall, the relocation process went quite smoothly. Large percentages of the
tenants were satisfied or very satisfied with the assistance they received from CHA
staff and contractors. Based on interviews with those involved in the relocation, we
offer the following recommendations for how the process might have been even better:
•

undertake more outreach to landlords to encourage them to participate in the
HCV program;

•

conduct more careful screening of tenants interested in utilizing an HCV; and

•

provide tenants with more information on the characteristics of the
neighborhoods surrounding properties in the HCV program;
A comparison of the characteristics of the Boulevard Homes and the relocation

neighborhoods indicates that overall, the relocation neighborhoods were better on
most indicators of neighborhood conditions, including employment rates, high school
dropout rates, and teen pregnancy rates. The relocation neighborhoods were also more
racially and economically diverse.
The data also indicates that strides have been made in moving the Tier 1-3
relocated households involved with case managers toward economic independence.
Both the number and percentage of active, working Tier 1-3 clients increased from the
beginning of case management in October 2010 through September 2012. The
consistency of employment, measured by the length of time they were employed, also
increased over the same time period. The majority of active, working Tier 1-3 heads of
household worked between 15 and 29 hours, and all but seven of the 98 were working
15 or more hours per week during their periods of employment.
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Based on our analysis of the “End of Month” data and interviews, we offer the
following recommendations:
•

The case managers and supervisors hired to assist residents in achieving
economic self-sufficiency should, if at all possible, have prior experience
assisting public housing residents set and achieve self-sufficiency goals. In any
case, they should receive special training in how to work with families living in
persistent poverty, including how to address the clients’ “mindsets,” low
education levels, illiteracy, substance abuse, and mental health problems.

•

The roles, responsibilities, expectations, and program goals should be well
understood by all individuals involved in case management before contact with
clients begins. Working collaboratively with contractors to establish roles,
responsibilities, and expectations may have avoided some of the early confusion
experienced. In addition, more frequent communication between contractors
and CHA staff may have resulted in improved relocation services, client tracking
and reporting, and client progress toward self-sufficiency. Regularly scheduled
“check-in calls” or “progress meetings” involving both CHA and CHS staff
should help improve communication. Such meetings may also improve the
morale of CHS case workers.

•

The relatively small number of clients enrolled in job training and education
programs needs to be addressed. Case managers need to develop more
connections with job training and education organizations in the area and
encourage their clients to take advantage of them. The CHA has made progress
in this area by opening up the Employment Services Center in January 2011,
which established more formal relationships and partnerships with agencies
providing job training and education.

•

The adequacy of child care and transportation assistance for attending these
programs should also be assessed. Given that almost all non-elderly/nondisabled households have children, affordable child care is necessary for them
to enroll in education and job training programs and to look for employment.
Many of the current child care subsidy programs only kick in after residents
have found employment. Total reliance on public transit also constrains the
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jobs searches and employment opportunities of residents. The CHA might
consider alternative mobility programs, such as providing a community car (e.g.
Zip Car) located at public housing developments, to allow greater mobility.
Finally, we recommend that the CHA explore a different model for assisting
families in moving toward economic self-sufficiency. Family Independence Initiative
(FII) programs have been developed in several demonstration cities and have shown
significant progress in short time frames. These programs provide families with
resources to develop their own self-sufficiency plans, and monetarily reward them for
making progress.
In the FII model, the case managers play a more minor role in developing and tracking
progress. Families are rewarded monetarily for accomplishing tasks that improve their
economic status, such as working more hours or paying off a credit card. The
payments are relatively small, around $30 for each task. The FII model is centered on
families having more control over the path they will take towards self-sufficiency and
for monitoring their own progress. Families are given a computer and are paid to log
on to a website each month to answer a list of questions related to their progress. Case
managers are in contact with families once every three months to audit the data
entered and assist residents overcome obstacles. This model has shown to be more
cost-effective and produces positive outcomes for family independence. At the end of
the first two years, for example, a FII program found that of the 344 individuals
involved, 23 percent increased in their earnings and 17 percent bought homes (Family
Independence Initiative, http://www.fiinet.org/impact/data).
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Appendix A: Research Methods
Key Informant Interviews
We conducted two sets of key informant interviews, on May 19-20, 2011 and
March 5-6, 2012, with both CHA staff and contractors involved in the Boulevard Homes
HOPE VI project. The first set of interviews focused on the relocation process, case
management, and the types of services provided to Boulevard Homes residents. The
CHA staff met with us as a group and presented information about the plans for the
HOPE VI project. We were able to briefly ask questions of all CHA staff working on the
project. In addition, we conducted 17 first-round interviews with the staff and
management of Children’s Home Society (CHS), City Dive, and Thompson Child and
Family Focus. Since this was our first contact with these contractors, this was an
opportunity to better understand their roles, responsibilities, goals and missions, and
therefore, the interview questions pertained to these issues.
The second set of interviews focused on the success of relocation, continuing
services provided to former Boulevard Homes residents, and progress towards selfsufficiency. Due to attrition among the CHS staff, only 11 service providers were
interviewed. In addition to service providers, we interviewed 11 CHA staff members to
gain additional perspective on the progress of case management with Boulevard
Homes residents as well as their working relationship with the service providers. All of
these interviews were conducted face-to-face with each individual and in a private
setting. Each interview lasted 45 minutes to one hour and was audiotaped when
permission was given.
Survey Methodology and Response Rates
Two surveys were conducted with Boulevard Homes heads of households. The
baseline survey was conducted at the end of 2009 and beginning of 2010, before
residents were relocated. The method of survey administration involved distributing
the survey at a group meeting, at which time the survey questions were projected onto
a screen and read to those in attendance. Those who did not attend that meeting were
contacted by mail. Beyond the initial survey mailing, three additional mailings were
sent to urge residents to complete and return the survey.
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The purpose of this survey was to gather baseline data on the residents before
the Charlotte Housing Authority implemented the relocation process. It included
questions on: resident perceptions of their homes and neighborhoods; the length of
time residents had lived in their current home; residents' satisfaction with housing
authority rules and service; the mental and physical health of residents; how residents'
children were performing in school; residents' food insecurity; and residents'
employment status. We received a total 223 completed surveys from the 263 Boulevard
Homes heads of households for a response rate of 85 percent.
An interim mail survey was sent to all former Boulevard Homes residents still in
CHA housing, but excluding those former residents who had transferred to the Moving
Forward pilot developments of Cedar Knoll, Leafcrest, Tarlton Oaks, and Victoria
Square. This survey was sent in the summer and early fall of 2012. Similar to the
baseline survey, after the initial mailing, we sent three additional mailings to maximize
the response rate. The purpose of this survey was to assess resident perceptions of the
relocation process, why they chose the unit to which they moved, differences in the
home and neighborhood characteristics before and after the move, and how residents
feel about their new living situations. A total of 225 surveys were sent and 145 were
returned for a response rate of 64.4 percent. A total of 128 of 222 eligible heads of
household completed both the baseline and the interim surveys for a combined
response rate of 58 percent.
To ensure high quality data, the survey responses were double entered, and any
discrepancies were corrected. Resident responses to the open-ended questions about
the good and bad things about leaving the Boulevard Homes were reviewed by two
project staff members, and a set of response categories was developed. The staff
members then independently categorized each response. Categorization differences
were then identified and a joint decision was made as to the most appropriate category
for each of the responses.

CSS Data
In order to assess the Community and Supportive Services component of the
Boulevard Homes HOPE VI project we used “End of Month” reports, which contain data
collected by Children’s Home Society case managers. These data were used to develop
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the tables and charts that indicate client progress towards economic self-sufficiency.
We report monthly data on households who received case management from October
2010 to September 2012. The number of active households ranged from a low of 194
to a high of 241.
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Appendix B: Detailed NETS Data
National Establishment Time Series, Census Block Group 003902-1
NAICS

Classification

# of businesses

Sales, in million $

# of employees

2000

2005

2010

2000

2005

2010

2000

2005

2010

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

21

Agriculture,
Forestry, Fishing,
& Hunting
Mining

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

22

Utilities

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

23

Construction

4

6

6

7.17

7.76

5.60

75

57

36

31–33

Manufacturing

1

1

2

7.07

9.52

10.58

45

40

38

42

Wholesale Trade

1

1

3

1.25

1.00

1.45

10

6

10

44–45

Retail Trade

1

2

3

0.55

0.4

4.64

4

4

21

2

1

1

0.35

0.30

0.27

4

3

3

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

1

.

.

0.11

.

.

2

1

2

3

0.15

0.83

0.80

2

12

11

2

3

4

1.94

1.94

1.43

21

24

26

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

2

2

2

0.23

0.20

0.08

5

5

2

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

4

4

6

0.18

0.16

0.36

5

6

15

1

1

.

0.50

0.04

.

11

1

.

1

3

.

0.33

1.20

5

7

10

0.68

0.74

0.88

.

.

.

.

.

24

31

44

20.06

23.22

11

48
49
51
52
53

54

55

56

61
62
71
72
81
92

Transportation &
Warehousing
Transportation &
Warehousing
Information
Finance &
Insurance
Real Estate &
Rental & Leasing
Professional,
Scientific, &
Technical
Services
Management of
Companies &
Enterprises
Administrative &
Support & Waste
Management &
Remediation
Services
Educational
Services
Health Care &
Social Assistance
Arts,
Entertainment, &
Recreation
Accommodation
& Food Services
Other Services
(except Public
Administration)
Public
Administration
TOTALS
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10

35

11

12

16

.

.

.

.

27.42

193

180

215

National Establishment Time Series, Census Block Group 003903-1
NAICS

Classification

21

Agriculture,
Forestry, Fishing,
& Hunting
Mining

22

Utilities

11

23

Construction

31–33

Manufacturing

42

Wholesale Trade

44–45

Retail Trade
Transportation &
Warehousing
Transportation &
Warehousing
Information
Finance &
Insurance
Real Estate &
Rental & Leasing
Professional,
Scientific, &
Technical Services
Management of
Companies &
Enterprises
Administrative &
Support & Waste
Management &
Remediation
Services
Educational
Services
Health Care &
Social Assistance
Arts,
Entertainment, &
Recreation
Accommodation
& Food Services
Other Services
(except Public
Administration)
Public
Administration
TOTALS

48
49
51
52
53
54

55

56

61
62
71
72
81
92

# of businesses

Sales, in million $

# of employees

2000

2005

2010

2000

2005

2010

2000

2005

2010

1

1

1

0.08

0.09

0.08

3

1

1

.

.

1

.

.

0.20

.

.

2

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

11

17

14

16.63

25.38

122.29

130

199

533

9

16

10

3.78

15.26

16.53

51

149

128

17

19

20

88.26

99.85

84.89

350

381

369

6

11

8

5.92

66.92

3.36

60

339

28

16

17

15

31.25

30.11

37.58

198

216

230

9

9

9

6.87

3.97

3.81

129

71

66

.

2

2

.

32.11

31.29

.

259

262

.

2

3

.

14.25

15.05

.

38

41

2

3

3

2.92

1.07

0.94

38

20

14

4

13

11

33.60

39.47

7.20

361

441

77

.

1

.

.

0.20

.

.

2

.

5

9

14

1.19

3.16

39.89

18

49

546

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

1

4

4

0.08

0.48

0.88

3

11

15

2

1

.

2.80

1.13

0.00

21

20

.

3

6

4

4.43

8.45

7.22

100

157

130

6

10

14

0.70

25.74

43.37

11

363

718

1

1

1

.

.

.

60

65

65

93

142

134

199

368

415

1533

2781

3225
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National Establishment Time Series, Census Block Group 003903-2
NAICS

Classification

# of businesses

Sales, in million $

# of employees

2000

2005

2010

2000

2005

2010

2000

2005

2010

.

.

1

.

.

0.17

.

.

2

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

21

Agriculture,
Forestry, Fishing, &
Hunting
Mining

22

Utilities

.

.

2

.

.

1.52

.

.

16

23

Construction

7

7

12

8.28

16.27

40.98

107

143

269

31–33

Manufacturing

3

4

3

29.11

31.22

2.52

253

268

36

42

Wholesale Trade

6

5

8

33.86

43.99

52.60

143

244

270

44–45

Retail Trade

2

1

2

0.95

0.6

0.94

7

3

6

48

Transportation &
Warehousing

2

3

6

1.42

1.45

1.64

22

29

35

49

Transportation &
Warehousing

.

.

1

.

.

0.07

.

.

4

51

Information

.

1

2

.

0.41

0.29

.

4

4

52

Finance & Insurance

1

4

3

1.11

2.63

2.46

8

21

19

53

Real Estate & Rental
& Leasing

4

4

5

3.46

2.53

2.42

16

15

25

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

1

2

3

0.08

0.28

0.86

1

3

5

1

2

11

1.62

0.21

1.74

12

3

55

2

3

3

65.52

21.70

22.75

1639

1059

1055

11

54

55

56

61

Professional,
Scientific, &
Technical Services
Management of
Companies &
Enterprises
Administrative &
Support & Waste
Management &
Remediation
Services
Educational Services

62

Health Care & Social
Assistance

.

1

3

.

1.13

1.48

.

15

25

71

Arts, Entertainment,
& Recreation

.

1

2

.

0.24

0.27

.

6

7

2

2

2

0.30

0.16

0.23

8

4

6

7

8

9

24.76

25.41

5.24

254

249

70

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

38

48

78

170

148

138

2470

2066

1909

72
81
92

Accommodation &
Food Services
Other Services
(except Public
Administration)
Public
Administration
TOTALS
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End Notes
By September of 2012, 51 families had left the CHA, and another 10 had been transferred to
other agencies as a result of their relocation to Moving Forward sites.
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Figure E I: Relocation Neighborhoods and Neighborhood Trend
NSA

Name of Neighborhood

Trend

Number of Former BH Households

1

Clanton Park / Roseland

No Change

11

5

Wilson Heights

Trending Up

1

7

Reid Park

Trending Down

4

8

West Blvd

No Change

4

9

Ponderosa / Wingate

No Change

2

12

Westerly Hills

Trending Down

5

13

Ashley Park

No Change

6

16

Revolution Park

Trending Down

3

17

Todd Park

Trending Down

4

18

Enderly Park

No Change

6

19

Thomasboro / Hoskins

No Change

3

22

Oakview Terrance

No Change

1
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Figure E I: Relocation Neighborhoods and Neighborhood Trend, Continued
NSA

Name of Neighborhood

Trend

Number of Former BH Households

23

Washington Heights

Trending Up

3

24

Seversville

Trending Up

3

25

Smallwood

Trending Up

3

26

Biddleville

Trending Up

3

29

Lincoln Heights

Trending Up

2

34

Double Oaks

Trending Up

2

35

Lockwood

No Change

1

36

Tryon Hills

Trending Up

5

37

Druid Hills South

No Change

2

41

Derita / Statesville

No Change

3

42

Rockwell Park / Hemphill Heights

Trending Up

1

44

North Charlotte

Trending Up

1

46

Villa Heights

Trending Up

1

48

Plaza-Shamrock

Trending Up

2

49

Country Club Heights

Trending Up

1

51

Belmont

Trending Up

2

55

Briarcreek-Woodland

Trending Up

1

59

Grier Heights

No Change

2

64

Cherry

Trending Up

4

66

Dilworth

Trending Up

3

67

First Ward

Trending Up

8

68

Sedgefield

Trending Up

1

72

Southside Park

No Change

26

73

Arbor Glen

No Change

7

100

Eagle Lake

Trending Up

2

104

Yorkshire

No Change

1

107

Dixie / Berryhill

No Change

1

109

Moores Chapel

No Change

1

110

Wildwood

No Change

2

112

Toddville Road

No Change

7

113

Westchester

No Change

3

114

Coulwood East

Trending Down

3

115

Coulwood West

No Change

3

118

Oakdale North

No Change

2

119

Oakdale South

No Change

1

120

Firestone / Garden Park

No Change

3

123

Beatties Ford / Trinity

No Change

1

124

Slater Rd / Hamilton Circle

No Change

3

125

Nevin Community

Trending Up

3

126

Henderson Circle

Trending Up

2

128

West Sugar Creek / W T Harris Blvd

No Change

1

137

Newell

No Change

1
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Figure E I: Relocation Neighborhoods and Neighborhood Trend, Continued
NSA

Name of Neighborhood

Trend

Number of Former BH Households

138

College Downs

Trending Up

1

140

Hidden Valley

No Change

7

141

Hampshire Hills

No Change

2

142

Shannon Park

No Change

2

143

Oak Forest

No Change

2

144

Hickory Grove

No Change

1

147

Hickory Ridge

No Change

1

150

Windsor Park

No Change

2

152

North Sharon Amity / Reddman Road

153

Idlewild Farms

155
157
158

East Forest

177

Olde Providence South

193

Starmount Forest

194

Quail Hollow

195

Starmount

Trending Up

6

198

Montclaire South

Trending Up

10

199

Yorkmount

Trending Up

3

Trending Up

2

Trending Down

2

Marlwood

No Change

1

Idlewild South

No Change

2

No Change

2

Trending Up

1

No Change

6

Trending Up

4

Percent Other includes American Indian and Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian and Other
Pacific Islander, Some other race, or two or more races.
xii

Public assistance includes cash public assistance, food stamps, SNAP benefits, supplemental
security income.
xiii

Percent of seventh and eighth grade students who achieved scores at or above grade level for
end of grade test
xiv

A measure of the potential opportunities for youth to get involved in extra-curricular
activities within the neighborhood. “Opportunities” were defined as sites within the
neighborhood that offered programs and activities for youth up to age 18. These sites included
YMCA/YWCAs, churches, schools offering before and/or after school programs, recreation
centers, community centers, and libraries. Each residential unit within a neighborhood had the
potential of receiving a score ranging from 0 to 8. The score for each neighborhood was
calculated based the average youth opportunity score for each residential unit. This composite
score represents the total number and types of opportunities available to youth. 0.0 – 0.09: Low,
0.09-0.9: Medium, 1.0+: High

xv

Violent crime rate in each Census tract as compared with the violent crime rate in the City of
Charlotte. The locations of violent crime offenses between July 2008 and June 2009 were
summarized for each tract and the City of Charlotte. Violent crimes include homicides, rapes,
robberies, and aggravated assaults defined according to UCR (Uniform Crime Report) standards.
The number of violent crime incidents for each tract and the City of Charlotte were divided by
xvi
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their respective populations to get the violent crime rate for each Neighborhood Statistical Area
(NSA) and the City of Charlotte.
Juvenile arrest rate in each NSA as compared with the juvenile arrest rate in the City of
Charlotte. The locations of juvenile arrests between July 2008 and June 2009 were summarized
for each NSA and the City of Charlotte. Juvenile arrests are based on individuals arrested under
the age of 16. This definition is based on North Carolina state statutes which generally define a
juvenile offender according to this age definition. The number of juvenile arrest incidents for
each NSA and the City of Charlotte were divided by their respective juvenile populations to get
the juvenile arrest rate.
xvii

Property crime rate in each NSA as compared with the property crime rate in the City of
Charlotte. The locations of property crime offenses between July 2008 and June 2009 were
summarized for each NSA and the City of Charlotte. Property crimes include burglaries,
larcenies, vehicle thefts, arsons, and vandalisms defined according to UCR (Uniform Crime
Report) standards. The number of property crime incidents for each NSA and the City of
Charlotte were divided by their respective populations to get the property crime rate.

xviii

Proportion of a NSA that has a durable concentration of violent crime. The crimes compiled
in the hotspot analysis were violent crimes including homicides, rapes, robberies, and
aggravated assaults defined according to Part I and Part II offense categories as defined by
Uniform Crime Reporting standards with the inclusion of missing persons and hit-and-runs. A
density grid was created from the violent crime point data using a 250' cell size, a 1500' search
radius, and the kernel method. Cells with a density greater than three standard deviations
above the mean of the grid were considered hot cells. Locations with five or more overlapping,
monthly hotspots were considered durable hotspots and flagged to be included to calculate
final hotspot values for each NSA. The total number of durable hot cells was divided by the
total number of cells for each NSA to get the proportion of a NSA that is considered a durable
violent crime hotspot.
xix

For instance, a value of 0.9 indicates that 90 percent of the particular NSA is covered by a
durable violent crime hotspot; while a value of 0 indicates that no part of a NSA is a durable
violent crime hotspot.
Note that 23 neighborhoods (31 percent) had hotspot values of 0, equal to the City of
Charlotte's value.
Index of code violations for each NSA. The violations recorded from July 2008 to June 2009
were summarized for each NSA. The number of documented violations was divided by the total
number of parcels in the NSA.

xx

Percentage of housing units in an NSA with housing code violations. The violations recorded
from July 2008 to June 2009 were summarized for each NSA. The number of documented
violations was divided by the total number of housing units in the NSA.

xxi

Percentage of NSA residents who live within walking distance of public transportation, using
the Charlotte Area Transit System bus stops and light rail stations. By utilizing the tax parcel
database, the total number housing units and the total number of housing units within onequarter mile of a bus-stop or one-half mile of a light rail station were compiled for each NSA.
The transit accessible housing units were divided by the total number of housing units.
xxii
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Percentage of NSA residents that are within walking distance to a grocery store and/or a
pharmacy. By utilizing the tax parcel database, the total number housing units and the total
number of housing units within one-quarter mile of a grocery store and/or pharmacy were
compiled for each NSA. The retail accessible housing units were divided by the total number of
housing units.
xxiii

For each of the ten items on the CES-D, respondents can state that they experience the
symptoms "less than one day" a week, "one or two days" a week, "three or four days" a week, or
"five or more days a week." Answers are assigned a value between zero and three, with three
being more indicative of depression. Scores can range from 0 to 30. Scores of ten or more
reflect depression. For additional information, please see:
xxiv

Andresen EM, Malmgren JA, Carter WB, Patrick DL. (1994). Screening for depression in well
older adults: Evaluation of a short form of the CES-D. American Journal of Preventative Medicine,
10(2): 77-84.
The census tract boundaries used in reporting these data are the ones used for the 2000
Census and one of the tracts was divided for the 2010 Census. For the 2000 Census, the 30.03
tract shown in Figure VI A was part of a larger tract that included the Charlotte International
Airport. For the 2010 Census, the airport was given its own tract designation. Given that the
airport property does not include housing, the values reported should accurately describe
mortgage activity in the 30.03 tract shown in Figure VI A.
xxv

The data on vacancy status include vacant units offered for rent or for sale; units that are
rented or sold, but not occupied; vacant units used or intended for use only in certain seasons
or for weekend or other occasional use throughout the year; vacant units intended for
occupancy by migratory workers employed in farm work during the crop season; and any other
vacant units that do not fall into any of the classifications specified above.
xxvi

Value is the survey respondent’s estimate of how much the property would sell for if it were
for sale.
xxvii

Gross rent is the contract rent plus the estimated average monthly cost of utilities
(electricity, gas, and water) and fuels (oil, coal, kerosene, wood, etc.) if these were paid by the
renter.

xxviii

The data comes from Mecklenburg County Tax Parcels, 2011.

xxix

xxx

The data comes from Mecklenburg County Tax Parcels, 2011.

The change in residential property value is the total assessed value for residential housing
units in 2011 minus the total assessed value for residential housing units in 2003 divided by
the total assessed value for residential housing units in 2003. Residential housing units include
condominiums, single-family detached units and townhouses. The data comes from
Mecklenburg County Tax Parcels as of April 2012.
xxxi

xxxii

The data comes from Mecklenburg County Register of Deeds.

xxxiii

The data comes from Mecklenburg County Code Enforcement.

xxxiv

The data comes from U.S. Census, 2010.
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xxxv

xxxvi

xxxvii

The data comes from U.S. Census, 2010.
The data comes from Mecklenburg County Tax Parcels, 2011.
The data comes from Mecklenburg County Tax Parcels, 2011.
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